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Structural inequalities within the social and economic environment have wide reaching 
impacts on the housing conditions of the poor.  These households are marginalized by swelling 
housing cost burdens, shelter insufficiency, and sociospatial restriction to the lowest income 
communities.  Housing research has examined the correlation between policy and the social 
location of low-income individuals.  However, very little research analyzes the intersection of 
low-income housing tax credit (LIHTC) policy design and sociospatial trends among low-
income households.  Using content analysis, the purpose of this dissertation is to determine 
whether the policy documents that guide allocation of the LIHTC encourage poverty 
deconcentration.  The research questions are (a) How have states represented sociospatial themes 
in their low-income housing tax credit allocation plans and do these sociospatial themes 
emphasize poverty deconcentration? (b) How have these priorities changed over time? and (c)
 Are there correlations between changes in poverty concentration and emphasis of poverty 
deconcentration within state low-income housing qualified allocation plan designs?  The findings 
of this study suggest that:  
(1) The social constructs embedded into the QAP policy instrument design confines 
understanding of the LIHTC program to advantaged and contender social groups;  
(2) Sociospatial themes have evolved between 2000 and 2010.  There was a significant 
shift from 2000 to 2010 with the inclusion of priorities related to the accessibility of 
transportation and the quality of services within targeted communities;  
(3) Poverty deconcentration themes represented approximately 27 percent of the 
sociospatial themes in 2000 and 2010.  There was a marginal change in the weight of 
these themes over time. 
(4) There were correlations between changes in MSA poverty concentration and poverty 
deconcentration priorities within QAP.  The direction and the degree of these changes 
were correlated with region and political ideology.   
This study shows that opportunities exist to enhance outcomes within the documents that 
guide allocation of LIHTC.  Doing so could serve as an important step toward improving the 
well-being of low-income households.  
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CHAPTER 1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
Structural inequalities within the social and economic environment have wide reaching 
impacts on the housing conditions of the poor.  These households are marginalized by swelling 
housing cost burdens, growing shelter insufficiency, and sociospatial restriction to the lowest 
income communities (Pelletiere, 2009).  Sociospatial isolation is an outgrowth of historic 
patterns that located subsidized housing within low-income neighborhoods through a systematic 
concentration of poor and minority households.  Disinvestment in these communities shut them 
off from economic opportunities, access to adequate services, and quality education (Belsky & 
Drew, 2007; Erickson, Reid, Nelson, O'Shaughnessy, & Berube, 2008).  All of which, according 
to Wilson (1987) have contributed to the “concentration effect,” creating a permanent underclass 
marred by a legacy of educational disparities, high joblessness, crime, and poor health outcomes.  
Research examining the longitudinal trends associated with poverty concentration shows 
increases between the 1970s and 1990s in response to “school desegregation, deindustrialization 
and the exodus of whites and eventually middle class blacks to the suburbs” (Jargowsky, 2003, p. 
6).  During these decades, high poverty areas doubled and these neighborhoods were more likely 
to house racial and ethnic minorities with incomes below the poverty line (Galster, 1990).  The 
1990s saw socioeconomic divides decreased due to “economic growth, changes in federal policy 
and bank lending practices and the revitalization of downtowns” (Jargowsky, 2003, p. 7) that 
reduced geographic isolation.  However, since 2000, concentrated poverty may again 
beincreasing (Jargowsky, 2003, 2008). 
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According to a 2011 report entitled, The Re-emergence of Concentrated Poverty 
(Kneebone, Nadeau, & Berube, 2011)), the number of extreme-poverty tracts declined by 29 
percent between 1990 and 2000, from 2,921 to 2,075.  The report further suggests that after 
2000, the nation’s poverty rate increased to 13.5 percent, and the number of qualified census 
tracts (QCTs) (40 percent or more of resident in poverty) increased by 747.  These high poverty 
neighborhoods housed 8.7 million Americans—a 30 percent increase above the start of the 
decade and approximately half of those residents were poor. These outcomes signal the re-
emergence of poverty and support the assertion that poor households continue to be clustered 
resulting in poverty concentration and disparities in education, employment, and income between 
groups (Glaster, 1991).  As a result, social welfare advocates increasingly encourage low-income 
housing policy approaches that deconcentrate poverty (Belsky & Nipson, 2010).  The low-
income housing tax credit (LIHTC) is increasingly being looked upon as a mechanism to 
deconcentrate poverty (Williamson et. al, 2009).     
The growing dominance of LIHTC as the primary mechanism for low-income housing 
development has made the program directly responsible for 50 percent of all multifamily housing 
starts annually in any given year and the majority of all of the affordable housing production in 
the United States (Jackson, 2007).  Authorized in the Tax Reform Act of 1986, the LIHTC is the 
federal government's largest program for subsidizing the production of affordable rental housing 
for low-income tenants (Internal Revenue Code [IRC], 2011).  Since then, it has become the 
longest standing housing policy in our history and the most significant affordable housing 
production programs in the United States (Erickson, 2006).   
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Research Purpose 
Geographic isolation has been the organization framework for much housing policy at the 
federal, state ,and local levels (Goetz, 2000).  Current federal policy approaches such as HOPE 
VI and Choice Neighborhoods
1
 have advanced beyond public housing models that deliberately 
concentrated poverty and maintained low-income and minority households in marginalized 
communities.  However, ideological priorities surrounding locational patterns of low-income 
housing are embedded into the American political system (Sidney, 2003).  Rather than 
examining low-income housing policy through a federal lens, this research presents a critical 
examination of state low-income housing tax credit (LIHTC) qualified allocation plans (QAP) 
and their intersection with poverty deconcentration.   
Research Questions 
To explore poverty deconcentration’s prioritization within state low-income housing 
policy design, this study analyzes low-income housing tax credit (LIHTC) qualified allocation 
plans (QAPs); specifically, how states prioritize poverty deconcentration.  It seeks to provide 
insight into the following research questions:  
1. How have states characterized sociospatial themes in their low-income housing tax 
credit allocation plans?   
2. Do these sociospatial themes emphasize poverty deconcentration?   
3. How have these priorities within plans changed over time?   
                                                          
1 HOPE VI and Choice Neighborhoods are programs designed by the Department of Housing and Urban Development to 
catalyze comprehensive neighborhood revitalization.  The programs were designed to encourage mixed income housing, replace 
distressed public housing stock and improve the amenities of disinvested neighborhoods by enhancing educational and economic 
development opportunities (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD], 2013).   
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4. Are there correlations between changes in poverty concentration and emphasis of 
poverty deconcentration within state low-income housing qualified allocation plan 
designs?  
Overview of Low-Income Housing Literature 
The premise of this research is that incremental progress toward deconcentrating poverty 
and encouraging income integration can be achieved through policy design.  This research 
explores the intersection of poverty deconcentration and the low-income housing tax credit to 
highlight how state policy design can be used as a lever for change.  This chapter explains the 
intersection between poverty and concentration and the value of poverty deconcentration.  The 
low-income housing tax credit is introduced and the program structure and its overarching 
guidelines surrounding poverty concentration are explained.  An analysis of the policy’s ascent 
on the low-income housing policy agenda is included to illustrate the link between policy history 
and policy design.  Also explored are the underlying ethics that have fermented poverty 
concentration into housing policy.    
Deconcentrating Poverty 
Poverty deconcentration priorities have been driven by the theory that deconcentration 
yields improved outcomes for low-income households by providing these households with 
access to opportunities for better employment, education, and improved housing quality in safer 
neighborhoods (Oakley, Ward, Reid, & Ruel, 2011).  Research has shown that high-poverty 
concentrated communities are highly correlated with damaging health, education, and future 
opportunities for its residents (Goering, Feins, & Richardson, 2003).  The very first research 
experiment highlighting deconcentration’s potential social and economic benefits stemmed from 
a court-mandated racial desegregation order in Chicago known as the Gautreaux program 
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(Rubinowitz & Rosenbaum, 2000).
2
  As a result of this case, families were provided with 
housing subsidies to move out of high-poverty minority neighborhoods into mixed or 
predominantly White neighborhoods and subsidized housing within these communities.  
Gatreaux research outcomes suggested that families with children that moved to less segregated 
communities saw statistically significant improvements in educational outcomes and long-term 
economic opportunities (Rubinowitz & Rosenbaum, 2000).  These results led Congress to initiate 
the Moving to Opportunity demonstration program—offering public housing residents rental 
assistance that allowed them to relocate to private rental units outside of high-poverty 
communities (Rubinowitz & Rosenbaum, 2000). 
Moving to Opportunity was designed to determine whether neighborhood characteristics 
had significant and measurable impacts on the lives and opportunities of public housing residents 
(Goering et al., 2003).  The results showed that beneficial and statistically significant changes 
occurred in the lives of these families within two to four years of participation.  Children 
experienced noticeable gains in educational outcomes, lower rates of juvenile crime, and 
improved feelings of safety and comfort.  However, there were no statistically significant 
differences between the control and experimental groups with regard to adult outcomes relative 
to employment and earnings.  While poverty deconcentration is not a panacea, these studies are 
evidence that deconcentration priorities play a critical role in improving quality of life outcomes, 
particularly among low-income children.   
 
                                                          
2
 Dorothy Gautreaux and other African-American tenants who lived in public housing projects, along with 
applicants for public housing, sued the Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) claiming that its policies with respect to 
the selection of sites for public housing and for assignment of tenants were racially discriminatory. The plaintiffs 
won the case and the court’s verdict was designed to ban racially discriminatory site selection and tenant assignment 
policies.  The court required that for every unit built in an area where the population was more than 3 percent non-
White, the CHA had to construct three housing units in an area where the population was less than 30 percent non-
White. The ratio was later modified to one-to-one. 
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The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program  
Introduction to the policy.  The low-income housing tax credit is a federal subsidy used 
to build rental housing for low-income households (U.S. Department of Treasury, Internal 
Revenue Service [IRS], n/d).  A tax credit is a tool used by the government to encourage a 
specific outcome or behavior (Lohman & Tice, 1999).  These mechanisms are used when 
traditional market forces do not create a desired result or condition to improve public welfare 
(Lohman & Tice, 1999).  In the case of housing provision, land costs, construction costs, and 
other regulatory and financing fees make housing development a high-cost venture.  Housing 
developers must identify sources of financing adequate to pay the costs associated with real 
estate ventures.  They must also make decisions based upon the level of income that can be 
generated from the real estate to both cover costs and support acceptable profit margins.  Given 
these factors, creating housing for low-income households becomes a challenge when guided 
strictly by market forces.   
In order for housing to remain affordable to low-income households, rent levels must 
intentionally remain restricted.  Since rent payments are the basis for property income in rental 
housing, restricting rents has a cascading effect on the resources available to both operate a 
building and the income available to pay financing costs.  In order to avoid compromising 
quality while making housing accessible to low-income households, federal programs have been 
designed to create subsidy mechanisms.  These subsidies have taken various forms but ultimately 
serve as filler for the gap between the actual costs to build and operate and the income available 
to support those costs when rental income is intentionally restricted.  The LIHTC is the most 
highly subscribed subsidy mechanism designed with the specific purpose of supporting rental-
housing production for low and moderate-income households.   
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The LIHTC stimulates affordable housing production through the provision of federal tax 
incentives, authorizing designated state agencies to administer the reservation of federal tax 
credits for the acquisition, rehabilitation, or construction of affordable rental housing (Khadduri 
& Wilkins, 2007).  The credits are used to reduce federal tax liability—providing incentives to 
developers and investors of low-income housing in return for restricting rent and tenant income 
levels (Usowski & Hollar, 2008).  The LIHTC generates equity from private investors who in 
turn receive tax credits to offset their tax liability.  Equity is then invested into an affordable 
housing development to absorb a significant portion of the project costs.  This results in a lesser 
debt burden on the project and allows the developer to maintain rents affordable to families 
earning 60 percent or less of the area median income
3
.  Figure 1 depicts the method of 
transferring tax credits from the federal government to the private section. 
The LIHTC was enacted by Congress to encourage private sector developers to produce 
rental housing affordable to low and moderate-income households.  These incentives were 
created upon recognition that private sector developers may not otherwise generate sufficient 
rental income from low-income development to both adequately “cover the costs of developing 
and operating the project” and “provide a return sufficient to attract the equity investment needed 
for development” (IRC, 2011; Usowski & Hollar, 2008).  Within its authorizing legislation, 
Congress established general guiding principles for states.  Because these federal criteria tend to 
be broadly defined, their interpretation can differ across states. 
States have a degree of flexibility in how the allocation plans are designed, which 
subsequently impacts how the tax credits are distributed to low-income housing projects.  The 
                                                          
3
 The median divides the income distribution into two equal parts: one-half of the cases falling below the median 
income and one-half above the median. HUD uses the median income for families in metropolitan and 
nonmetropolitan areas to calculate income limits for eligibility in a variety of housing programs. HUD estimates the 
median family income for an area in the current year and adjusts that amount for different family sizes so that family 
incomes may be expressed as a percentage of the area median income.  
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Figure 1. Transferring tax credits from the federal government to the private sector. 
 
 
 
program authorizes states, within defined parameters, to design a tax credit allocation strategy 
and qualify rental housing developments.  States determine the priorities and the emphasis of 
those priorities to differentiate projects and their alignment with allocation plans.  Proposed 
projects that closely align with a state’s LIHTC priorities are rewarded with an allocation of tax 
credits.   
Source: “Tax Credits. Opportunities to Improve Oversight of Low-Income Housing Program” 
(GAO/GGD/RCED-97-55), U.S. Government Accountability Office, 1997, March, p. 24. 
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States are expected to consider the diversity of housing needs and costs in these designs.  
More specifically, allocation agencies create and implement a QAP that identifies the states’ 
priorities and also includes the selection criteria for tax credit awards. Housing needs are 
intended to include consideration of such matters as the availability of low-income housing and 
the diverse populations requiring targeted housing strategies (i.e., extremely low-income, people 
with disabilities and homeless individual and families).  In addition, the state agency is required 
to evaluate the reasonableness of development plans, development costs and the sources and uses 
of project funds (IRC, 2011).   
Low-income housing tax credit policy history.  In order to understand why a policy is 
designed in a specific manner, understanding the environment that impacted its implementation 
is critical.  The historic and current environment influences how problems and solutions are 
defined and which rise to the top of the agenda (Kingdon, 2003).  Thus, policy history serves as a 
reference point to illuminate where policy is situated—shedding light on the subsequent design.  
Policy design and policy history are inextricably linked and this relationship is illustrated in the 
elevation of LIHTC on the housing policy agenda (Kingdon, 2003; Schneider & Ingram, 1997).   
Prior to 1978, the federal government, through the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), constructed most of the low-income housing units and subsidized housing 
(Erickson, 2006; Thompson, 2006).  More specifically, in 1976, the federal government 
constructed 248,000 units of low-income housing during that year through its subsidized housing 
initiatives—primarily the public housing program.  However, by 1996 that number had 
drastically decreased to 18,000 units (Erickson, 2009, p. xi).  These changes were spawned by 
neoliberal housing policy shifts that encouraged private sector provision of low-income housing 
through what has become the flagship program for affordable housing provision, LIHTC.   
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The policy was a component of the federal government’s agenda to decentralize 
affordable housing funding tools.  LIHTC was a significant departure from previous federal 
housing programs implemented between the 1940s and 1980s.  This departure was a result of 
shifts in the federal government’s delivery of services to targeted populations and a national 
mood that demanded increased government accountability in the distribution of resources 
(Erickson, 2006).  It also contributed to an environment of bipartisan support for a new delivery 
system for low-income housing provision.   
Housing became a priority at the onset of the Great Depression in response to high 
unemployment, increasing levels of homelessness, and overcrowded living environments.  
Through various emergency relief and housing acts in the two decades following the crash, the 
federal government sought to address the housing shortage (Thompson, 2006).  During the 
middle of the 20
th
 century, attention shifted toward the provision of “a decent home and suitable 
living environment for every American family” (Betters, 1949).  In theory, the belief that all 
citizens deserve access to safe and decent affordable housing permeates the U.S. social welfare 
policy framework.  However, this lofty federal goal created unclear definitions of the housing 
problem and contributed to conflicting expectations surrounding the solutions.  Nevertheless, this 
goal became the basis for the government response during the 1960s to solve housing problems 
that impacted low-income families.  
Housing policy analysts have examined housing policy shifts and their implications over 
the past century; shifts that have been influenced by industrialization and post industrialization 
development patterns, civil rights advancement, population growth and technological evolution 
(Bawden, 1984; Hayes, 1995; Pardee & Gotham, 2005).  As Table 1 shows, housing policy has 
oscillated between frames that supported the allocation of significant federal funding for low- 
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Table 1        
        
Federal Low-Income Housing Programs, 1937 to 1992   
        
Enabling legislation  Program  Description  
Housing Act of 1937 Public housing  Enacted to temporarily house low-income families that 
     became unemployed after the Depression. Units were built 
     and managed by local housing authorities while the capital 
     costs were financed by the federal government. 
        
Housing Act of 1949 Public housing; urban renewal plan Public housing re-emerged as a solution to assist low-income 
     families after World War II. In addition, slum and blight 
     clearance policy was elevated on the agenda to stem urban 
     decay, but these programs subsequently contributed to the 
     decimation of many low-income minority communities. 
        
Housing Act of 1961 Section 221(d)3 program A below market interest rate subsidy mechanism designed 
     to encourage private and nonprofit developers to provide 
     housing for low-income households. 
        
Housing Act of 1965 Rent supplement program A direct rent reduction offered to owners of rent restricted 
     low-income development. The rent supplement filled the 
     gap between a tenant's ability to pay and fair market rent. 
        
Housing Act of 1968 Section 236 program Rental apartment developers received FHA-insured 
     mortgages in exchange for offering below market rents to 
     low and moderate-income tenants. 
        
Housing Acts of 1970, 1985, 1999 Experimental housing allowance  These successive generations of housing programs offered 
  program (EHAP); Section and voucher housing payments to tenants, thereby allowing them to choose 
  program; Housing choice voucher where they lived. These programs served as an alternative to 
  (HCV) program.  the production programs that came before, which were 
     increasingly criticized for being too capital intensive and 
     concentrating poverty. 
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Table 1-continued       
        
Enabling legislation Program  Description  
Housing and Community  Community Development Block This program replaced and consolidated several federal 
Development Act of 1974 Grant (CDBG) program urban development programs. It devolved decision-making 
     authority to the local level by awarding annual grants  
     directly to cities.  
        
Tax Act of 1986 Low-Income Housing Tax Credit A tax incentive used to support the development of housing 
  (LIHTC) program  and meet local housing needs. This production program 
     encouraged nonprofit and for-profit developers to provide 
     low-income housing.  
        
National Affordable Housing Act HOME Investment Partnership A rental production program that uses block grants to 
of 1990  Program  nonprofit housing developers to support the low-income 
     housing production.  
        
Housing and Community Urban Revitalization Demonstration Grants were aimed directly at improving the most  
Development Act of 1992 (URD); HOPE VI  distressed public housing. These resources were used for 
   physical reconstruction and community social services. 
 
Assisted Housing Reform and 
Affordability Act of 1997 
Renewed expiring 
Section 8 contracts  
 Restructured mortgages in order to maintain affordable 
Section 8 subsidies 
    
Housing and Economic Recovery 
Act of 2009 
Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program 
 Strengthened and modernized the regulation of Fannie 
Mae, Freddie Mac and the Federal Home Loan Banks. 
Grants for stabilizing communities suffering from 
foreclosures and abandonment with the purchase and 
redevelopment of foreclosed homes and residential 
properties. 
Note. This is not an exhaustive list of the iterations of low-income housing policy but rather a listing of the most prominent housing programs that have 
guided investment in low-income housing. Some of these programs have been recast and consolidated, detail that is not reflected in the summary chart. 
Source. "The Evolution of Low Income Housing Policy, 1949 to 1999," by C. Orlebeke, 2000, Housing Policy Debate, 11(2), p. 489-520; “HUD Interactive 
Timeline”, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Retrieved from: http://www.huduser.org/hud_timeline/index.html. 
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income housing provision toward market-centric approach that shifted low-income families to 
the private market for housing (Bawden, 1984; Erickson, 2006; Orlebeke, 2000; Pardee & 
Gotham, 2005). 
There is general agreement among housing researchers that the cause for the mismatch in 
housing supply and demand among low-income households within the United States can be 
attributed to a diverse array of forces that include demographic and economic factors, 
government and changing societal values (Bawden, 1984; Burchell & Listokin, 1995; Hayes, 
1995; Keyes, Schwartz et al., 1996).  The challenge over the past three quarters of a century has 
been how these mismatches should be addressed and the role government should play in housing 
provision (Angel, 2000).  While the right to housing ethic during the 1960s elevated housing to 
the social welfare agenda, dwindling public resources have steadily caused government to dial 
back its obligation to providing “a decent home and suitable living environment for every 
family” (National Housing Taskforce, 1988, p. 2). 
Prior to the enactment of LIHTC, there was growing evidence that the old subsidized-
housing system was unsustainable financially and unpopular politically—stimulating a neoliberal 
policy approach on the federal housing policy agenda (Erikson, 2006).  Cultural and political 
orientations toward poverty and race also played a major role in shaping the scope, design, and 
implementation of low-income housing policy (Hayes, 1995).  In response, federal affordable 
housing policy during the 1960s sought to eliminate the practice of locating housing for low-
income people in the poorest neighborhoods.  But in contrast, in 1971 Nixon said:  
The federal government will not seek to impose economic integration or destabilize 
suburban neighborhoods with a flood of low income families. . .residents of outlying 
areas may and often do object to the building in their communities of subsidized housing 
which they fear may have the effect of lowering property values and bringing in. . .a 
contagion of crime, violence, drugs and other conditions. . .[and] we cannot be free and at 
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the same time be required to fit our lives into prescribed places on a racial grid. 
(Haldeman, 1994, p. 491)   
 
Subsequently, the Nixon administration announced a moratorium on the construction of 
federally subsidized projects and froze almost $13 billion in congressional authorized funding.  
Visible scandals within HUD in the 1970s and 1980s also primed the pump for a shift in housing 
policy and tested the patience of an attentive public.  The gamut of improper bureaucratic 
behavior tarnished the agency’s reputation and its local program participants (Thompson, 2006).  
These federal improprieties merged with the national mood of government disillusionment and 
public hostility toward a social justice agenda making it difficult to maintain the existing housing 
policy framework.  According to Kingdon (2003), the national mood or climate of the country 
either promotes or restrains items from rising on the policy agenda.  The national mood of the 
1970s and 1980s had been one where the majority “were against ambitious federal new 
programs, in favor of whittling down the size of government, and against big expenditures and 
against regulation” creating an environment that welcomed decreased federal involvement in 
social provision (Kingdon, 2003, 147).    
Advocacy coalitions during the 1980s highlighted the benefits of a more controlled 
government role.  This role would decentralize decision making to the state and local levels but 
require the federal government to act as a partial funder of a new network of providers led by 
private sector interests (Erickson, 2006).  LIHTC had broad support from a diverse coalition of 
policymakers, private and nonprofit interests due to its incorporation of market mechanism to 
address social welfare problems (Erickson, 2006).  Housing advocates increasingly defended the 
efficiency of LIHTC.  Patrick Claney, an executive of a nonprofit housing agency, stated: “Those 
producing affordable housing can achieve more direct access to assistance with less bureaucratic 
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inefficiency through investment incentives than if the same assistance is provided through direct 
expenditures” (Claney, 1988, p. 9).  
While there was broad support for the LIHTC, there was skepticism about its ability to 
significantly impact affordable housing needs nationally.  There was also distrust surrounding 
the motives as some housing advocates perceived the LIHTC to ultimately be more beneficial to 
wealthy investors than to low-income housing tenants.  Chester Hartman, a housing advocate and 
the Executive Director of the Poverty and Race Research Council, argued: 
Why do something indirectly rather than directly?  It is unseemly and redistributively 
unjust to help the poor by helping the rich—those upper-income investors and big 
corporations that avoid paying parts of their income taxes by offsetting these obligations 
via investment in low income housing. (Hartman, 1992, p. 12) 
  
Nevertheless, policymakers on both sides of the aisle rallied behind the housing credit.  In 1991, 
legislation was introduced to make it a permanent part of the tax code.   
The credit has fulfilled one of the original goals of its framers: to encourage additional 
government and private sector support for housing.  It has successfully created a 
partnership with state and local government and nonprofit groups who have 
supplemented the credit with additional assistance.  State and local government are 
providing subsidies, low interest loans, and land among other forms of assistance.  
Nonprofits are organizing tenant and community groups to empower people on their way 
to providing housing for themselves and their neighbors. (Rangel, 1991) 
 
Not only was this considered the most efficient use of resources and an example of fiscal 
discipline, it was also a method of devolving decision making to the local level (Freeman, 2006).  
However, this policy shift diluted the federal government’s power to minimize the social 
isolation of the underclass.  Research shows that it also contributed to a continuation of policies 
that burdened inner cities with the economic and social consequences of poverty concentration 
(Greene, 1991; Goetz, 2003).  Low-income and central city neighborhoods became the natural 
LIHTC market as new units were primarily located within these neighborhoods (Hayes, 1995).  
Suburban areas used zoning laws that either restricted multifamily development or used other 
  
 
16 
legal means to prevent placement.  Therefore, the decision to shift housing policy with the 
creation of the LIHTC directly encouraged private sector involvement while indirectly providing 
security against policy’s imposition on the housing ethics of advantaged social groups.  Freeman 
(2006) argues that this has led to and continues to contribute to a high concentration of LIHTC 
projects in communities with high concentrations of poverty and minority residents.  These 
consequences did not create a groundswell of outrage politically because impacted communities 
were heavily populated by a less influential class of social groups (Lassiter, 2006).  
Decentralizing affordable housing policy by devolving decision making to the states ultimately 
protected pluralist housing ethics.   
Multiple Streams Converge to Create a New Housing Policy  
Multiple streams merged to create an ideal environment for this market-based solution 
that incorporated private sector leadership in housing policy design and implementation 
(Kingdon, 1995).  LIHTC gave “private actors a carefully calibrated incentive to invest private 
sector resources” and has served as an example of harnessing market forces to strategically 
address broad housing challenges  (Grogan & Proscio, 2000, p. 241).  The program relies on 
investor self-interest to keep housing projects affordable and well-managed.  When a building is 
not maintained, or if units are not occupied or generating income, “the federal government does 
not lose money, investors do” (Grogan & Proscio, 2000, p. 249).  This is a characteristic of the 
policy that was designed to incent performance.  LIHTC was a significant departure from 
programs like public housing and Section 8, which provided an upfront rent subsidy to owners of 
low-income housing.  A LIHTC project receives its federal subsidy over a 15-year compliance 
period.  According to Grogan and Proscio (2000), the program “does not simply pour money into 
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an area of need, it creates an opportunity and then gives private actors a carefully calibrated 
incentive to ensure that opportunity with their own resources” (p. 249).   
Private sector actors are a powerful player in housing and are categorized as either 
advantaged or contender target groups (Schneider & Ingram, 1997).  During the ascension of 
LIHTC, there was too much political risk associated with making these actors the direct 
beneficiaries of the policy advantages.  Therefore, the program was crafted using a complex 
design that indirectly shifted power over low-income housing policy to a sophisticated coalition 
of interests (Erickson, 2006; Hays, 1995; Thompson, 2006).  LIHTC aligned with the agenda of 
neoliberal policy coalitions.  Neoliberalism frees enterprise by encouraging efficiency through 
privatization and elevating individual responsibility and pluralist ethics (Hackworth, 2007; 
Iglesias, 2009).  LIHTC presented a win for neoliberalism by serving those deemed as deserving 
and minimizing interference of the public sector in housing.  Its framework embodies these 
principles and analysis of its intersection with poverty concentration illuminates whether 
priorities at the state level mirror or counter these constructs.   
Socially Constructed Housing Ethics and Poverty Concentration   
The social capital and community connectivity among low-income groups concentrated 
within a geographic area has been described by some scholars as an advantageous consequence 
of poverty concentration.  These scholars argue that while concentration contributes to social ills, 
it also creates a network of support and services in lieu of inaccessible mainstream systems 
(Brisson & Usher, 2005).  Other scholars describe these systems of survival created in response 
to structural deprivation as contributing to a cycle of isolation, making it difficult for these 
groups to thrive within the larger social system, thus impacting their collective present and future 
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experiences (Lincoln, 2012).  These alternative perspectives are influenced by housing ethics that 
have shaped the debate surrounding government’s obligation to the poor (Iglesias, 2009).   
While the shift in housing policy was influenced by the moral debate regarding the 
United States’ obligation to the poor, there are underlying ethics that impact the ascension of 
LIHTC on the low-income housing policy agenda.  When policy is viewed through the ethical 
lens of utilitarianism, according to Bentham (1748-1832), these debates should elevate 
approaches that “produce the greatest good for the greatest number” (Shafritz et al., 2005, p. 6).  
However, social justice lenses are undergirded by the Rawlsian concept of “justice as fairness” 
where each person’s equal right to basic liberties and inequalities are addressed to produce the 
greatest benefit for the least advantaged (Rawls, 2001).  While the spectrum of these 
philosophies influenced the housing policy environment during LIHTC’s ascent, the agenda was 
primarily controlled by coalitions advocating on behalf of influential social groups.  To that end, 
housing policy and the subsequent sociospatial outcomes that directly and indirectly impact the 
poor have been guided by the housing ethics of the advantaged social groups (Erickson, 2006; 
Fischer, 1995; Hays, 1995; Schneider & Ingram, 1997).  
Ethics are paradoxes that are temporarily resolved through political struggle and housing 
policy shifts.  When analyzing ethical theories through the lens of geography and space, diverse 
epistemology frames alternative sides.  The freedom to live within homogeneous or 
heterogeneous environments is perceived as a right imbedded in the core American values of 
‘life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness’ (U.S. Declaration of Independence, 1776).  When this 
right is entwined with sociospatial factors, it produces a set of pluralist housing ethics.  Iglesias 
(2009) describes these ethics as housing as a home, a human right, a provider of social order, and 
  
 
19 
a land use.  Each has been directly or indirectly used to both frame the low-income housing 
policy debate and the architecture of housing policy design (Iglesias, 2009; Stone, 1997).   
The housing as a home ethic respects the unique and sacred space people create to live, 
nurture, and protect their families (Iglesias, 2009, p. 6).  It asserts that private spaces should not 
be infringed upon by policies and laws that contradict these values.  Policies that limit individual 
liberty to live among households that reflect their perceived values is considered a violation of 
rights to property, life, and liberty.  Within similar tenor housing as a social order protects the 
prerogative of individuals to choose where they live and who they live among (Iglesias, 2009).  
This ethic suggests that housing is an alternative means of protecting environments and 
individuals who are thought to be deserving from those that could threaten the balance and 
security of claimed spaces.  It also suggests that integrating uses and groups leads to chaos and 
disorder.  It elevates individual characterization of “livability” and expects policy to respect self-
interested choice.  These ethics together validate an individual’s right to live in a homogeneous 
community with others who are believed to reflect their morals, values, and ethics without 
government interference (Iglesias, 2009).   
Housing as a land use recognizes housing as one of many uses necessary for a healthy 
community (Iglesias, 2009).  This ethic illuminates housing’s correlation with wealth creation, 
educational quality, job opportunities, and mobility; and therefore considers its relationship to 
other land uses and social outcomes.  Ideally, this principle results in strategies that encourage 
integrated communities with diverse economic, social, and racial groups.  However, it has 
typically been used to segregate land uses and segregate housing and services according to 
socioeconomic interests and perceptions (Goetz, 2003).  When weaved into local land use policy, 
this ethic most often deepens the divide and uses land use to make poverty deconcentration 
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difficult to achieve through mixing incomes, increasing density, zoning or other land use 
practices.     
Housing as a human right lies on the social justice end of the ethical spectrum contending 
that adequate, safe, and affordable housing is critical to overall human development (Iglesias, 
2009).  It recognizes the worth of all individuals without regard to race, ethnicity, or 
socioeconomic status and the role that the physical environment plays in the health of an 
individual.  This ethic is framed as an entitlement and aligns with the Rawlsian philosophy, 
which firmly recognizes the value of all people (Fischer, 1995).  It is also most closely correlated 
with poverty deconcentration priorities—recognizing the impact of placement patterns on the 
social, economic and developmental rights of social groups.  These ethics together undergird an 
environment of competing housing policy approaches that when analyzed creates multiple 
interpretations and criteria for policy analysis (Stone, 1997).  While not transparent, they also 
influence how housing issues are framed and serve as a foundation for policy design.   
LIHTC and Poverty Concentration 
As one of the few surviving housing programs, the LIHTC has assumed an increasingly 
responsible role for mediating the complex intersection between sociospatial outcomes and 
housing need.  Issues related to poverty concentration have been acknowledged in the program’s 
design since its inception.  However, how it has been addressed at both the federal and state level 
has evolved over the life of the program.   
Poverty measures adopted by the U.S. Census Bureau (n/d) are used for this study and are 
defined at the family level in terms of absolute income thresholds.  In 2010, the U.S. Census 
Bureau defined the poverty threshold to be $22,113 for a family of four with two children (U.S. 
Census Bureau, n/da).  If a family’s total income was less than this threshold, then that family 
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and every individual in it is considered to be in poverty.  This poverty measure reflects the level 
of income below which families lack the resources necessary to provide the food, shelter, and 
clothing needed for healthy living (U.S. Bureau of Census, n/d).  Whether poverty is 
concentrated depends on how poor households are distributed within a geographic area
4
.  
Concentrated poverty exists within extreme poverty tracts.  These are census tracts where 20 
percent or more of the population within a census tract has incomes at or below the poverty 
threshold.  According to Kneebone et al. (2011), 50 percent of the poor in the United States lived 
in census tracts with poverty rates exceeding 20 percent.  This illuminates the significance of 
concentration and highlights the pervasiveness of poverty concentration within the United States.  
Figure 2 depicts total population and poor population in extreme-poverty tracts. 
A defining feature of the LIHTC program has been its incentive to locate developments 
in QCTs.
5
  LIHTC developments that locate within a QCT receive a basis boost that increases 
the amount of qualifying credits available to an investor and subsequently the amount of equity 
generated to support the project’s costs.  This provision was designed to encourage investment 
within economically depressed housing markets.  However, it has also been credited with 
encouraging development patterns that further contribute to poverty concentration in 
communities with a high volume of existing low-income households (Jackson, 2007).   
 
                                                          
4
 For instance, if a metropolitan area has 300 census tracts with approximately 4,000 resident per tract and 84,000 
individuals in poverty then the metropolitan area would have a poverty rate of 7 percent   If poverty were evenly 
distributed across the region’s 300 tracts then each tract would have 280 people in poverty and a poverty rate of 7 
percent within all neighborhoods. However, if all the poor lived in the same neighborhoods/tracts, which would 
represent the most extreme form of poverty concentration, then 21 of those tracts would have a 100 percent poverty 
rate and the other tracts in the region would have 0 percent poverty.  The intent of this example is to explain the 
difference between poverty measures relative to metropolitan statistical level and the neighborhood or census tract 
level.   
 
5
 The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) defines a QCT as a census tract where fifty percent or 
more of households have incomes less than sixty percent of the gross area median income or that have a poverty rate 
of at least twenty-five percent (Khadduri & Rodda, 2004). 
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Figure 2. Total population and poor population in extreme-poverty tracts. 
 
Source from “The Re-emergence of Concentrated Poverty,” by E. Kneebone, C. Nadeau, & A. Berube, 2011. 
Washington, DC: The Brookings Institute.  
 
Hence, in 2000, federal guidelines were amended, directing states to encourage “projects which 
are located in qualified census tracts. . .and the development of which contributes to a 
concentrated community revitalization plan” (IRC, 2011, p. 47).  The intent of this federal 
amendment was to temper the programs contribution to poverty concentration in communities 
with a high volume of existing low-income households (Abt Associates, Inc., 2006).  While 
federal guidelines were also amended in 2000 directing states to encourage “projects serving the 
lowest income tenants” and “projects obligated to serve qualified tenants for the longest period,” 
(IRC, n/d, p. 26) these federal directives did not mandate how states craft policy and did not 
require that these guidelines dictate the allocation process.  Each state interprets directives 
through its own unique ideological and environmental frame thereby crafting processes through 
which these resources are allocated (Khadduri & Wilkins, 2007).  States also have the ability to 
Source: Kneebone et. Al, 2011 analysis of decennial census and ACS data 
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define housing priorities and the structure of allocation priorities given the conditions and needs 
within their state.   
When these federal directives and state priorities are overlaid by research outcomes on 
placement patterns, poverty deconcentration outcomes relative to the LIHTC program have been 
mixed.  Research shows that LIHTC developments are increasingly located in favorable 
economic environments (Baum-Snow & Marion, 2009; Ellen et al., 2009).  However, a body of 
literature exploring the program’s impact on poverty deconcentration and its extension of 
housing opportunities within socioeconomically diverse communities shows LIHTC 
developments continue to be located primarily in racially segregated and poverty-concentrated 
communities (Jackson, 2007; Oakley, 2008; Williamson et al., 2009). 
 A sample assessment of the economic and social characteristics of LIHTC residents and 
neighborhoods found that LIHTC properties are primarily located in city neighborhoods with a 
high concentration of rental units and with a high concentration of poor, minority residents 
(Jackson, 2007).  A study by Williamson et al. (2009) assessing the intersection of rental housing 
subsidies (housing choice vouchers) and low-income housing tax credit developments found that 
LIHTC developments in low-income communities house a high proportion of housing choice 
voucher holders, doing little to reverse poverty concentration.  While studies show that the 
program has done a better job of deconcentrating poverty than its other federal policy 
approaches, there is evidence that more needs to be done (Freeman, 2004; Funderberg & 
MacDonald, 2010; Voicu et al., 2009).   
Summary 
In this chapter, the LIHTC program was explained along with the policy history 
describing its ascension on the housing policy agenda.  The LIHTC program structure and its 
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overarching guidelines surrounding poverty concentration were discussed.  The policy’s ascent 
on the low-income housing policy agenda was analyzed to illustrate the link between policy 
history and policy design.  Underlying ethics that have fermented poverty concentration into 
housing policy was discussed.  Research unpacking underlying philosophies that influenced 
policy design provided a contextual framework for U.S. housing policy past, present, and future.  
The chapter also highlighted the policy’s intersection with poverty deconcentration at the federal 
level.   
Chapter 2 presents the theoretical framework for the dissertation research questions using 
policy design theory (PDT) and theories of poverty concentration.  A review of the literature 
concerning PDT and poverty concentration theory (PCT) will serve as the organizing framework 
for the research.  The chapter summarizes research that addresses the implications of poverty 
concentration in order to highlight low-income policy approaches through the lens of 
deconcentration.  Chapter 3 explains the mixed methodology and the research design that 
facilitated data collection and analysis of the LIHTC qualified allocation plans.  The chapter also 
explains the criteria for selecting metropolitan statistical areas (MSA) and the social and 
economic characteristics that impact poverty concentration changes over time.  Chapter 4 
describes the findings and correlations between changes in poverty concentration and emphasis 
of poverty deconcentration within LIHTC allocation plans.  It also highlights how these priorities 
have changed over time along with the nuanced variations between states and regions.  The 
concluding Chapter 5 summarizes the research findings, proposes recommendations to the policy 
documents that guide the program, and highlights the policy implications of the study.  
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CHAPTER 2.  LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
This chapter is organized into three sections.  The first section introduces Schneider and 
Ingram’s (1997) PDT.  It provides the historical context that subsequently created a framework 
for the theory, describes its empirical and normative elements, and explores applications and 
limitations of the theory.  The second section explores poverty concentration, the spectrum of 
theories surrounding causation, and the social constructs of poverty and location directly 
correlated with the theoretical framework.  The final section presents research findings specific 
to the intersection of sociospatial outcomes and low-income housing policy.  The combined 
elements of PDT and PCT provide a sound basis for exploring poverty deconcentration priorities 
within LIHTC QAP design.  A diagram is also presented to illustrate the relationship between the 
theoretical framework and the dissertation research questions.  The chapter concludes with a 
summary of the policy implications and the anticipated contribution to the literature.  This 
discussion further justifies the study’s significance in the study of the LIHTC QAP and the role 
of state government in designing this mechanism to encourage poverty deconcentration.    
Policy Design Theory 
The Historical Background 
Early public policy scholars predominantly framed analysis of social problems as an 
exercise in rationality and value neutrality (Heineman et al., 2002).  This rational perspective 
dominated the early era of policy analysis and called for analytical precision in the study of
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government rules and regulations in order to improve social conditions (Heineman et al., 2002; 
Lowi, 1979).  Rationalization emphasized facts, nonjudgment, and rejected subjectivity in 
decision making and policy analysis (Smith & Larimer, 2009).  John Dewey and Arthur Bentley 
were among the first scholars to encourage applying rational experimental methods to social 
problems.  While Dewey validated the integral role of both philosophy and science in impacting 
human conditions, Bentley elevated rationalization within the political process asserting, “We 
must deal with felt things, not with feelings, with intelligent life, not with idea ghosts” (Bentley, 
1949, p.23).  Underestimated during the formative years of policy analysis was the influence of 
values and motivation in the policy process (Smith & Larimer, 2009).   
According to Schneider and Ingram (1997), policies contain a structural framework 
comprised of both empirical elements and value-laden content defining how resources are 
allocated.  Whether or not they are explicitly stated, values remained embedded in 
methodological techniques and policy processes, including the design (Heineman et al., 2002).  
Dahl and Lindblom (1953) recognized the integral importance of policy’s architecture on policy 
analysis and the power of policy design to both regulate and advance particular social values.  
Recognition of the value-laden nature of policy architecture is grounded in critical theory and 
broadens policy analysis beyond measures of efficiency and effectiveness to create space for 
equity discourse (Farmer, 2010; Schneider & Ingram, 1997).   
Critical theory was birthed out of the German Frankfurt School and emphasizes that all 
knowledge is historical and biased and that objective knowledge is an illusion (Farmer, 2010).  
These theorists view positivism as an impediment to emancipation and seek to validate reflection 
as means of self-awareness and knowledge (Guess, 1981; Rasummen, 1996).  Critical theory 
classifies ideology as both a barrier and a tool for cohesion that should be questioned to explore 
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the belief systems of individuals and groups.  Postpositivist methods grounded in critical theory 
seek to understand the views of those that are marginalized and uncover factors that contribute to 
an oppressive reality (Farmer, 2010). 
The three-generation legacy of critical theory sought to elevate consciousness 
surrounding the dominant powers that marginalize groups through social, economic, and political 
‘othering’ (Farmer, 2010).  Critical theory was a critique of a modern industrial society 
dominated by technical rationality (Rasummen, 1996).  According to Rasummen (1996), the 
costs associated with the elevation of materialism were the loss of individual liberties.  The first 
generation of critical theory was characterized by a philosophy of self-awareness, and it explored 
how certain belief systems evolve (Rasummen, 1996).  This generation espoused that humans are 
driven by a common interest in freedom of thought and the goal should be to enlighten and 
emancipate humanity so that this core condition could be re-established (Rasummen, 1996).   
Habermas’ (1979) analytical philosophy of language defined the second generation.  In 
essence, this philosophy asserts that communication contributes understanding about every 
interaction and carries with it claims of validity.  The impetus for the third generation was the 
identity politics of the 1970s and engagement with feminist and racial issues characterized by 
social integration, civil society, social solidarity, and multiculturalism (Rasummen, 1996).  
Ultimately, critical theory “unpacks the structural and ideological domination that underlies 
power distribution within society,” which transmits expectations and constrains choices of the 
oppressed—fermenting the positions of advantaged and disadvantaged groups (Abel & 
Sementelli, 2007, p. 259).    
Peter deLeon (1992) highlighted the importance of analyzing policy systems to determine 
how it both helps and oppresses.  His research elevated democratic processes that did not isolate 
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analysis from values.  In recent history, other scholars have developed tools to examine policies 
and their designs within a values framework.  These tools do not assume linearity in 
understanding the “messy world of multiple, unclear and conflicting values, complex problems, 
disbursed control and the surprises that human agents are capable of springing” (Stone, 1997, p. 
373).  Within this expanded framework, policy design analysis serves as a critique to clarify 
values, explain context and analyze audiences (Ingram et al., 2007).   
Ingram et al. (2007) also asserted that policy design has become an exercise of 
disenfranchisement and has deteriorated faith in the political process and should instead 
empower the electorate and expand democratic tools to encourage engagement.  In addition, 
because values are continuously evolving and reformulating, policy design critique should not be 
rigid and mechanical but rather an exercise of continuous reflection, engagement, and dialogue 
(Schneider & Sidney, 2009).  The frames through which designs manifest are directly correlated 
with the lens through which those impacted by the design are constructed (Schneider & Ingram, 
1997).  Therefore, fluid critique grounded in PDT is the foundation for producing more equitable 
policy outcomes.   
Policy Design Theory 
Schneider and Ingram’s (1997) PDT posits that policies contain a set of fundamental 
elements that are recognizable in texts and its architecture creates a policy instrument.  However, 
policies also contain “ideas, assumptions and symbolism that may not be obvious in written 
texts” (Schneider & Ingram, 1997, p. 2).  This underlying logic and the accompanying ideas that 
form the basis for these patterns are influenced by values and have consequences.  These values 
then are central to policy design and its analysis (Schneider & Ingram, 1997).   
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PDT further suggests that policy content can be analyzed across a myriad of dimensions 
to understand how and why certain types of designs emerge (Schneider & Sidney, 2009).  For 
example, a building’s architecture has a physical form to support a particular use and its design 
influences interactions within that space.  Similarly, policy instruments are made up of 
components created to address a specific problem where its design also impacts how various 
social groups are perceived, impacted, and engaged within the policy environment.  Therefore, 
understanding policy design requires integration of a values framework with rational analysis of 
the policy structure (Schneider & Ingram, 1997).   
Policy design theory focuses on multidimensional relationships and processes as opposed 
to attributing design to singular, linear causation (Powell, 2007).  It serves as a blueprint to 
synthesize social, economic, technological, or political inputs with the immediate and long-term 
consequences (whether intended or unintended) on social groups.  The theory posits that 
analyzing this blueprint through a normative lens uncovers underlying values through systematic 
analysis (Linder & Peters, 1986; Ostrom, 1990; Schneider & Ingram, 1997).  PDT asserts that 
content illuminates the underlying logic and social constructs influencing design.  According to 
Schneider and Ingram (1997), designs include goals, target groups, agents, an implementation 
structure, tools, rules, rationales, and assumptions.  Critical analysis of these elements can guide 
empirical research that integrates ideas, interests and institutions (Heclo, 1994; Schneider & 
Sidney, 2009).  Table 2 depicts the empirical elements of policy design structure. 
Policy design theory also suggests that design characteristics emerge from political and 
social process; therefore, the design is linked to the process that leads to its selection (Schneider 
& Sidney, 2009).  Analysis through this lens draws on stages theories such as agenda setting.  
According to Kingdon’s (2003) multiple streams theory, policies occur at a specific point in time  
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Table 2       
       
Empirical Elements of Policy Design Structure  
       
Element   Description   
Goals or problems to be solved What is to be modified or achieved as a result of the policy? 
       
Agents   Institutions that are a part of the formal governance 
   structure and who are responsible for the development and 
   delivery of the policy.  
       
Target populations  People, groups, or organizations whose behavior the 
   policy is designed to effect.  
       
Rules   Procedures for policy-relevant action that includes 
   definitions, standards, and criteria. 
       
Tools   Aspects of the policy intended to bring about the policy- 
   relevant behavior of agents and targets. These mechanisms 
   can be incentives or sanctions designed to persuade or 
   educate agents and targets.  
       
Rationale   Explanations and reasons provided to justify the policy. 
       
Assumptions  Underlying premise that connects the elements. Policies 
   may contain technical, behavior, or normative assumptions. 
Adapted from “Policy Design for Democracy,” by A. Schneider and H. Ingram, 1997. Lawrence:  
University Press of Kansas. 
 
when the changes within the political climate, a problem and a solution merge with the national 
mood.  This environment subsequently leads to alternative policy approaches and designs.  
Therefore, the context of the policy environment and the systems that influence this environment 
impact the technical aspects and the values embedded in a design (Kingdon, 2003).   
Once these elements have been shaped and the policy design is calcified, they 
subsequently create an institution that structures future interactions within the policy process 
(Sidney, 2003).  By framing policy design through the lens of institutionalization, PDT can be 
linked to institutional theories of politics that explore the relationship between the effects of 
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instruments on behavior and choice (Immergut, 1998).  Within this frame, institutions influence 
the preferences of actors and provide platforms for expression (Schneider & Ingram, 1997).  
Similarly, policy design influences the involvement of social groups by creating and maintaining 
social constructs.  These classifications ultimately encourage engagement among specific 
positively constructed groups and silence the voices of the “others” (Farmer, 2010; Schneider & 
Ingram, 1997).    
For that reason, policy design scholars assert that design analysis should be informed by 
its impact on democracy (Fischer, 1980; Stone, 2002).  These scholars stress the importance of 
democratic values within policy design where policies are consciously designed to empower, 
enlighten, and engage citizens (Ingram & Rathberg, 1993).  When design is not informed by a 
process where diverse voices influence all facets of the policy process, then democracy is 
neglected (Ingram & Rathberg, 1993).  To that end, the theory grounds scholarly research by 
encouraging analysis of policy content to explore ideas implicit in the distribution of costs and 
benefits among target groups (Ingram & Rathberg, 1993).  Policy design theory asserts that the 
multidimensional nature of policy is best understood through systematic evaluation of its content 
to highlight the “underlying understanding of the social world” (Schneider & Sidney, 2009, p. 
106).  
Policy Design and Social Constructs 
Interactions within the social world are informed by constructs.  Social construction 
theory, an offspring of critical theory, suggests that reality is historically and culturally situated 
by individuals and groups of individuals (Steedman, 2000).  Social construction has its origins in 
sociology and has been associated with the postmodern era in qualitative research (Murphy et al., 
1998).  In addition to reality being historically and culturally situated, social constructionism 
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asserts that reality refers to the subjective experience of everyday life and most of what is known 
is a construct developed to try and make sense of that world (Steedman, 2000).  These constructs 
inform our perception of individuals and groups, environments, and knowledge (Berger & 
Luckman, 1991) and are created in large part by the interactions of individuals in a society 
(Schwandt, 2003).   
Language is the primary means through which those interactions occur—creating a 
framework for thoughts and concepts to be shared (Farmer, 1995).  Language provides a means 
of structuring the world to create shared meaning and understanding (Berger & Luckman, 1991).  
Shared interpretation minimizes the need for concept redefinition and assumes a reality that is 
largely taken for granted (Andrews, 2012).  These constructs permeate all mediums of 
communication and form, including policy design.   
Policy design theory was among the first policy analysis theories to incorporate social 
construction into its framework (Schneider & Ingram, 1993).  Social construction of target 
groups assumes that there are meaningful shared characteristics among specific social groups 
that have been created, shaped, and maintained by “politics, culture, socialization, history, 
media, literature” to portray specific groups (Schneider & Ingram, 1997, p. 107).  These 
constructs are perceptions that assign value to specific target groups.  When viewed through the 
lens of PDT, constructs elevate the demands and/or requirements of advantaged and contender 
target groups above those of dependent and deviant social groups (Schneider & Ingram, 1997).  
Figure 3 is an illustration of the framework of social construction.  Analysis of policy design and 
deconstructing the social constructs of target populations are integral.  “The social construction  
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Figure 3. Social construction of target groups. 
 
 
Adapted from “Social Construction and Policy Design,” by H. Ingram, A. L. Schneider, and P. deLeon, 2007. In P. 
A. Sabatier (Ed.), Theories of the Policy Process (pp. 93-126). Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 
 
of target population has a powerful influence on public officials and shapes both the policy 
agenda and the policy design” (Schneider & Ingram, 1993, p. 107).   
Schneider and Ingram (1997) divided social groups into four categories based upon 
political power and perceptions of deservedness.  The four groups are advantaged, contenders, 
dependents, and deviants.  Advantaged groups have a high degree of political power and are 
perceived as highly deserving.  These groups generally are the recipients of distributive benefits 
with little costs.  Contenders also have a high degree of political power but are perceived as less 
deserving.  They are the beneficiaries of policy, however, these benefits tend not to be explicitly 
stated.  Dependents are social groups that do not have substantial political influence but are seen 
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as deserving.  Policies targeted to these groups tend to be beneficial, but the minimal influence of 
these groups means that they are not typically receiving the maximum policy benefits.  Finally, 
deviant groups are perceived as both politically weak and undeserving.  Policymakers feel 
justified in burdening deviant populations with punitive policies because these groups are 
typically considered to exist outside of the mainstream of acceptable values and norms (deLeon, 
2007; Schneider & Ingram, 1993, 1997).   
Policy makers—whether elected officials or street level bureaucrats—are directly and 
indirectly pressured to design policy that benefits advantaged target groups and penalize deviant 
groups.  These policy designs send messages to target groups that reinforce prominent 
stereotypes.  When these constructs become embedded into the design, these messages are 
absorbed by the public and subsequently impact the levels of democratic engagement.  Target 
groups that are characterized as advantaged or deserving are encouraged to participate and their 
perspectives shape policy design while those negatively constructed social groups are indirectly 
led to withdraw from the process (Schneider & Ingram, 1993).  This theory explores the core of 
policy analysis, “who gets what where when and how” by examining design and the constructs 
that define policy beneficiaries (Lasswell, 2011; Schneider & Ingram, 1993).   
Applications of Policy Design Theory 
PDT has been applied to evaluate a range of policy designs including early child care 
education, immigration, environmental climate change, land use and homeownership policy 
(Drew, 2013, O’Donoghue & Hynes, 2011; Wacquant, 2001).  These studies used PDT to 
compare the outcomes of policy on various social groups and identified relationships between 
social constructs and policy design.  Whether used as a theoretical framework or as a foundation 
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for methodological approaches, PDT can often uncover obscured ways of seeing to improve 
policy outcomes and ultimately liberate social groups.   
Urban scholars have studied policies that locate the least desirable uses with the most 
negative impact on the social, economic, physical wellbeing within marginalized low-income 
and minority communities (Erickson et al., 2008; Galster et al., 2008).  These conditions are 
often viewed through a quantitative lens that analyzes corresponding demographic and 
neighborhood outcomes (Erickson et al., 2008; Galster et al., 2008).  However, the research of 
scholars like Loic Wacquant (2001) have introduced the impact of dehumanizing constructs on 
minority and poor social groups.  Wacquant’s (2001) research shows how constructs in policy 
design have served as the basis for justifying exclusionary policy instruments that have 
marginalized neighborhoods and used them as “devices for caste control. . .and an apparatus for 
the containment of lower-class African-Americans” (p. 111).  Policy design theory makes space 
for research analyzing social constructs of sociospatial patterns and how the burdens levied on 
disadvantaged groups is influenced by the value attached to these groups and their perceived 
level of need.  The theory asserts that policy instruments ultimately serve to maintain and expand 
benefits (including funding, access to decision makers, and information) to advantaged groups 
while alienating deviant groups (Schneider & Ingram, 1997).  
Drew’s (2013) study of federal homeownership policy and low-income homeownership 
policy objectives applies PDT.  Drew’s research shows how social constructs of homeownership 
in general, and low-income target groups and the mortgage industry specifically, contributed to 
the disproportionate impact of predatory lending practices on low-income households (Drew, 
2013).   In her study, PDT illuminates how social constructs contribute to perpetuating both the 
policy benefits and the limited scope of interventions among less positively constructed target 
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groups.  In this case, Drew (2013) asserts that the policy objective failed because social 
constructs were translated in policy designs that did little to help low-income households.   
Sidney’s (2003) study entitled, Unfair Housing: How National Policy Shapes Community 
Action, is one of the few national policy critiques placing housing policy design at the center of 
critical analysis.  According to Sidney, “Designs capture prior political processes and channels 
future political battles in particular directions” (p. 10).  Her seminal work illuminated how policy 
tools and ideas are designed to “maintain systems of privilege, domination and quiescence 
among those who are the most oppressed” (p. 10).  By retracing the origins of the 1977 
Community Reinvestment Act and the 1968 Fair Housing Act and analyzing their respective 
designs, this study illuminates the relationship between policy, funding mechanisms, social 
constructs, and their collective influence on outcomes.   
Criticism and Limitations of Policy Design Theory  
Policy design theory can be applied across positivist and postpositivist theoretical 
perspectives of policy analysis.  As mentioned earlier in the chapter, policy scholars such as 
Lasswell (2011) elevated the field of policy analysis by applying scientific and rational 
approaches to addressing social problems.  Integral to this process was the development of a 
methodological approach to analysis and design.  Criticism of PDT tends to either discount the 
approach for its lack of rigor or its overambitious attempt to develop a theoretical framework 
given the “disbursed, incomplete and frequently contradictory” nature of social science 
knowledge (Smith & Larimer, 2009, p. 204).   
Mondou and Montpetit’s (2010) examination of policy design suggests that PDT 
underestimates the influence of policy styles.  These scholars argue that styles influence whether 
policies will benefit or marginalize groups, and argues that Schneider and Ingram’s assumption 
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of degenerative politics is not valid within diverse contexts.  Their application of the theory 
highlights the influence of political systems on policy design and specifically highlights the 
validity of this theory within an international context.  These results presuppose applicability of 
the theory within an adversarial political system more so than in a consensual system
6
.  
Therefore a potential limitation of the theory is its narrow applicability to specific forms of 
government and policy styles.  This highlights the integral nature of the institution (and its 
transparent definition) on policy design and social constructs (Mondou & Montpetit, 2010).   
A deconstructionist critique of PDT illuminates its limited explanatory power in 
resolving questions about the problems of policy design (Farmer, 1995).  This critique asserts 
that PDT’s compartmentalization of social groups creates a lens of assumptions that structure the 
underlying theoretical framework.  Deconstructionist theory questions whether PDT encourages 
consciousness of the way that the framework itself shapes and creates what is seen, overlooking 
ongoing reflexive interpretation.  However, this assertion can also be challenged in that:  
Every theory is born refuted and continues to be refuted, since they are all somewhat 
false anyway; but if we give up a theory at the first sign of imperfection we will never 
profit from its heuristic power to produce better theories. (Diesing, 1991, p. 44)   
 
Poverty Concentration Theory 
Concentrated poverty is defined as “the confinement of the poor to a subset of 
neighborhood locations rather than their dispersion across all parts of an urban area” (Greene, 
1991, p. 1) often leading to social disorder and economic disparities (Fellowes, 2006; Schwartz, 
Ellen et al., 2006).  Poverty concentration is correlated with a host of socioeconomic handicaps 
and outcomes including but not limited to lower educational attainment, lower economic 
opportunities, increased joblessness and health disparities (Galster et al., 2008).  Jargowsky’s 
                                                          
6
 Adversarial decision making models are characterized by a “winner take all approach” to decision making.  
Consensual decision making is policymaking divided among different authorities where governing is characterized 
by inclusiveness, bargaining and compromise.   
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(1996) study explains that poverty concentration creates a snowball effect where “families have 
to cope not only with their own poverty but also with the social isolation and economic 
deprivation of. . .other families who live near them.  This spatial concentration of poor people 
acts to magnify poverty and exacerbate its effects” (Jargowsky, 1996, p. 985) creating a 
concentration effect.  Concentration effect has led to a locationally ostracized underclass where 
“certain social pathologies among the poor are ascribed to their geographic confinement and 
social isolation from the mainstream” (Greene, 1991, p.1).   
Causes of Poverty Concentration 
According to Fletcher (2008), the most prominent explanations of concentrated 
neighborhood poverty are structural and economic changes in the overall environment that create 
racial and economic segregation.  Lincoln’s (2012) study deeply explores the issue of 
concentration from a racialized perspective asserting that concentrated poverty in minority 
communities results in multiple levels of segregation: racial, poverty-status segregation within 
race and segregation from high and middle-income members of other racial groups (Lincoln, 
2010).  Wilson (1987) directly attributes the failed policies of “routinely locating housing for 
low-income people in the poorest neighborhoods of a community where their neighbors will be 
other low-income people usually of the same race” as directly contributing to the problems 
associated with poverty concentration in low-income communities (p. 158).  The by-product of 
these policies contributed to “the combined effect of intergenerational poverty and joblessness, 
the flight of the working class, a lack of self-supporting role models and failed schools” (Grogan 
& Proscio, 2000, p. 226).  Based upon Wilson’s (1987) theory, these outcomes are reversible 
with deliberate focus on dispersed placement patterns of low-income housing given that sitting 
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low-income housing in low-income communities has a greater detractive impact on residents and 
communities and leads to more damaging negative externalities (Wilson, 1987). 
Philosophies that describe the causes of poverty concentration have influenced the 
ongoing discourse surrounding poverty deconcentration measures.  This discourse has also 
contributed to what Gleeson and Kearns (2001) describe as the “moral binary.”  In the poverty 
concentration debate, the moral binary either positions poverty concentration as wholly bad or 
poverty deconcentration as wholly good.  When poverty concentration is analyzed through the 
lens of equity, studies highlight the culture of poverty created by virtue of concentration and its 
tendency to perpetuate structural inequalities making it difficult for disenfranchised communities 
to become integrated into the social, political, and economic mainstream (Erickson et al., 2008; 
Galster et al., 2008).  However, when analyzed through the lens of social capital, poverty 
concentration is constructed as a mechanism that creates beneficial social supports for low-
income households in high poverty neighborhoods (Fletcher, 2008).  The supports take the form 
of transportation, childcare, or other bartered services and goods that allow individuals navigate 
familial, educational, and economic needs (Ong & Loukaitou-Sideris, 2006).   
Theories of poverty concentration alleviation attribute the root of poverty to the 
neighborhood, and therefore either elevates policy approaches that change the composition of 
these neighborhoods or that calls for moving households out of these environments.  According 
to de Souza Briggs (2003, 2005), either approach executed in isolation is limiting and multiple 
strategies to expand geographic opportunities are recommended.  Since evidence indicates that a 
range of strategies is necessary in order to offset disadvantage, the discourse influencing how 
these strategies are developed frames how the problem is defined and which solutions are 
deemed most appropriate (Franklin, 2001).  Ultimately, a myriad of approaches “avoids 
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narrowness by rejecting a one-size-fits-all approach” (Franklin, 2001, p.80).  Avoiding 
narrowness leads to deeper analysis of the contributing causes and also uncovers the diverse 
factors correlated with poverty concentration—one of which is policy design.  
Social Constructs of Poverty  
Poor individuals have historically been constructed as lacking discipline and character 
and therefore deserving of social isolation (Wilson, 1987).  At one end of theoretical spectrum, 
poverty is attributed to inherent defects of the poor and their lack of ability, initiative, and 
persistence (DeHaven-Smith, 1988).  Perspectives of poverty from this vantage point are viewed 
as either unsolvable problems or problems requiring changes in the behavior of the poor.  Other 
sociological theories at the opposite end of the explanatory spectrum attribute many of the 
characteristics of the poor to economic and political isolation where subcultures develop in 
response to environmental factors (DeHaven-Smith, 1988).  Through this lens, the poor develop 
deviant norms and internalize a culture of poverty characterized by short time horizon and a 
limited ability to defer gratification due to insufficient normal pathways for achievement 
(DeHaven-Smith, 1988).  These sociological theories do not attribute poverty to the fundamental 
deficiencies of the poor, but to locational policies that have isolated these groups and effectively 
alienated them from the mainstream (DeHaven-Smith, 1988; Wilson, 1987).   
Negative constructs have been used to justify the geographic and social segregation of the 
poor (Hayes, 1995).  Powerful interests have intersected within institutions to produce policy that 
controls infringement of these populations and maintains social isolation of the poor (Fincher & 
Iveson, 2008).  These social constructs are at the root of low-income housing placement 
strategies that spatially disadvantage low-income households—guiding how the environment is 
constructed and how access is allocated (Fincher & Iveson, 2008).  All of which affirms the 
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significance of place and the adage that perception regarding desirability and undesirability of 
location guides behavior and informs housing policy.    
Sociospatial Constructs and Housing Markets 
Housing is central to social and economic outcomes because residency and where 
individuals locate willingly (or not) plays a determining role in their access to services, feelings 
of safety and comfort, and their connectivity to the environment and opportunities within them 
(Rothenberg et al., 1991).  While society regards housing as a basic need, the complexity of 
housing provision erects barriers that impact how it is addressed as a social welfare issue.  Due to 
its dual social welfare and economic implications, analyzing housing policy within the context of 
its contribution or abatement of marginalization provides valuable insight.   
Angel (2000) describes housing’s interconnectedness to various facets of the economy by 
explaining that:  
Housing production is part of the construction sector, housing investment is a part of 
overall capital formation, residential property is part of the real estate sector, housing 
finance is a part of the financial sector and housing subsidies are a part of social welfare 
expenditures (Angel, 2000, p. 11).   
 
For this reason, Newman (2008) points out that housing historically has maintained an 
unpredictable relationship with the social welfare agenda because it is not exclusively a poverty 
issue.  In addition to its complex position within the economy, the housing market operates 
within a policy environment that significantly impacts its performance (Angel, 2000).   
Housing markets are divided into submarkets that are defined by social, ethnic, economic 
characteristics and services (O’Sullivan & Gibb, 2003).  These markets are made up of a 
collection of housing submarkets stratified from highest to lowest quality based upon a bundle of 
attributes.  Bundles are ranked according to their level of demand—making specific markets 
desirable or undesirable within the broader geography.  That desirability is then stratified using a 
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multitude of mechanisms, including valuation appropriated to the residential land uses 
(O’Sullivan & Gibb, 2003).  Housing submarkets respond to changes in demand and supply 
systematically but the patterns and magnitudes of those responses are unique to the submarket. 
As demand within these communities grows, they attract more amenities, higher incomes, and 
more socioeconomically homogeneous populations.  When these neighborhoods become more 
desirable, marginalized members of society are relegated to less desirable locations.  The result 
within less desirable geographies is increasing poverty concentration, lower property values, and 
mounting social ills relegated to neighborhoods of languishing opportunity (O’Sullivan & Gibb, 
2003).   
Embedded within this theory of neighborhood evolution, is subsidized housing’s impact 
on a surrounding neighborhood as a function of the existing conditions within that geography 
(Freeman, 2004; Freeman & Botein, 2002).  When housing is deemed to be an outlier compared 
to the existing environment, it creates either a constructive or detractive conflict point.  For 
example, in a moderate-income community, low-income housing is usually seen as detracting 
from neighborhood assets by contributing to depressed property values and socioeconomic 
transition (Freeman & Botein, 2002).  According to Freeman and Botein (2002): 
Discrepancies between the subsidized housing’s physical quality and the quality of the 
surrounding neighborhood, as well as discrepancies between the social statuses of the 
tenants and their surrounding neighbors, might cause the presence of subsidized housing 
to have a negative impact on surrounding neighborhoods [and initiate de-stabilization] (p. 
361). 
 
Integral to this premise is the relationship between locational advantage and accessibility.  
Sociospatial theory is rooted in the premise that “equity, equality or social justice are spatially 
constituted” (Fincher & Iveson, 2008, p. 31).  Sociospatial segmentation creates barriers to entry 
based upon socioeconomic characteristics (Harsman & Quigley, 1995).  The resulting 
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consequence is that the means by which space is used and defined, the access provided to that 
space, and the way that social groups are defined and segmented within those spaces becomes 
central to the manifestation of inequality (O’Sullivan & Gibb, 2003).  Therefore, advantage and 
disadvantage are embedded into how space is produced and organized.   
Fincher and Iveson (2008) define locational disadvantage as an area (location, region, or 
place) where the bundle of services and facilities offered to residents is substandard.  Bundles of 
services include facilities like schools, hospitals, parks, libraries, public transportation, and 
housing.  Those differences then stratify submarkets, dictating the highest and best use of space 
and segmenting these spaces in terms of quality and substitutability.  Quality, in this context, 
then becomes the benchmark to aggregate space by both the physical environment and the social 
and economic characteristics of target groups (Rothenburg et al., 1991).  Target groups that are 
constructed as advantaged usually have full access to submarkets with the most desirable bundle 
of characteristics and services while dependent and deviant groups are relegated to less desirable 
spaces.   
In addition to the social constructs of target groups, there is a social construction of 
knowledge (Schneider & Ingram, 1997; Schneider & Sidney, 2009).  In the case of locational 
advantage and accessibility, knowledge constructs in policy channel a disproportionate share of 
confidence in the market’s ability to appropriately determine placement strategies by virtue of its 
inherent efficiency.  Knowledge constructs focus on “the process of problem definition, 
interpretations of cause and effect, characterizations of knowledge and information as relevant or 
not relevant to a policy issue, as technical and scientific as contrasted with anecdotal and 
impressionistic” (Schneider & Ingram, 1997, p. 108).  The markets are knowledge constructs that 
define the cycle of uses, social and economic situations, and desirability.  This construct 
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subsequently produces consequences with respect to housing policy’s emphasis of fairness and 
quality of life in sociospatial outcomes (Fincher & Iveson, 2008). 
Sociospatial Outcomes and LIHTC Policy Design 
Scholars have examined how sociospatial policy has physically isolated low-income and 
minority groups from the social, economic, and political mainstream (de Souza Briggs, 2003; 
Wilson, 1987).  These policies have been designed on a foundation of constructs and have had 
long-term impacts on the how communities are defined and the value attached to space.   
Space is not a scientific object removed from ideology and politics; it has always been 
political and strategic. If space has an air of neutrality and indifference with regard to its 
contents and thus seems to be “purely” formal, the epitome of rational abstraction, it is 
precisely because it has been occupied and used, and has already been the focus of past 
processes whose traces are not always evident on the landscape. Space has been shaped 
and molded from historical and natural elements, but this has been a political process. 
Space is political and ideological. It is a product literally filled with ideologies (Soja, 
1980, p. 80). 
 
The gradated patterns of social groups embedded within design also creates feedback 
loops or “self-fulfilling prophecies” where the behavior and perceptions of behavior among 
negatively constructed target groups is sustained.  This results in growing disenfranchisement of 
dependent or deviant groups and sustains the influence and power of advantaged and contender 
target groups.  The most egregious examples of these practices were supported and sustained by 
policies that limited low-income housing placement patterns and contributed to increased levels 
of poverty concentration (Goetz, 2003).   
The LIHTC was intended to serve as a departure from previous policy approaches that 
dictated low-income housing placement patterns.  The LIHTC market-based structure led to its 
characterization as an exemplary example of community capitalism (Erickson, 2006).  
Community capitalism couples a social welfare agenda with a rational policy perspective to 
produce efficient, effective, and equitable outcomes for communities, individuals, and investors 
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(Erickson, 2006).  While that may be the intent, the program has received mixed reviews relative 
to its actual outcomes.  More specifically, LIHTC has contributed to the creation and 
preservation of several hundred thousand units, but it has not been as successful in its provision 
of housing to extremely low-income tenants outside of low-income communities (Jackson, 
2007).   
As a community revitalization tool it has addressed the need for substantial property 
rehabilitation and acted as an impetus for additional investment particularly in low-income 
communities (Belsky & Nipson, 2010).  However, various studies have produced inconsistent 
results when measuring the relationship between property values, property, and tenant 
characteristics and sitting patterns of LIHTC developments within low-income communities 
(Baum-Snow & Marion, 2009; Ellen, et al., 2009; Oakley, 2008).  Most often these study results 
suggest that policies should encourage LIHTC developments located within nonpoverty-
concentrated areas to minimize negative externalities associated with locating low-income 
households within low-income communities (Baum-Snow & Marion, 2008; Ellen et. al, 2009; 
Fletcher, 2008; Goetz, 2003; Green et al., 2002; Oakley, 2008; Williamson et al., 2009).     
Recent national studies evaluating the characteristics associated with LIHTC 
developments show that an increasing number of these developments are located in favorable 
economic environments with approximately half located in central cities and 40 percent in 
metro-suburbs (Abt Associates, 2004; Gustafson & Walker, 2002).  However, given that poverty 
is increasing in inner ring suburban areas, these studies do not prove that the program is 
encouraging poverty deconcentration (Kneebone et al., 2011).  These studies provide value when 
assessing the impact of the program broadly but do not support more nuanced exploration that 
leads to deeper evaluative insight.  Therefore, national descriptive research studies have been 
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gradually supplemented with inferential research studies designed to explore outcomes relative 
to a host of measures and spatial lens.    
Localized impacts have been measured in a series of recent studies on the LIHTC 
program.  Studies have explored the quantifiable impact of LIHTC on stratified neighborhood 
submarkets, evaluated valuation by level of urbanization, segmented outcomes by neighborhood 
characteristics, and identified characteristics of LIHTC rental developments that may contribute 
or detract from valuation (Baum-Snow & Marion, 2009; Ellen et al., 2009; Oakley, 2008).  The 
core intent has been to test theoretical frameworks relative to the economic impact of a 
subsidized housing model on various submarket types.  However, research has produced 
inconsistent results when measuring these relationships between property values and sitting 
patterns of LIHTC developments within low-income communities (Baum-Snow & Marion, 
2009; Ellen et al., 2009).   
Research exploring the impact of LIHTC and other subsidized housing on neighborhoods 
illustrates the sensitivity of outcomes to particular development and geographic characteristics. 
While correlations exist between the location of various types of federally subsidized housing 
units and property values, the inconsistency relative to specific housing programs, resident 
profiles, jurisdictional diversity, neighborhood dynamics, and socioeconomic characteristics 
have led to different outcomes (Freeman, 2004; Freeman & Botein, 2002; Funderberg & 
MacDonald, 2010; Green et al., 2002; Schwartz et al., 2006).   
Stone (1997) attributes these variable outcomes partially to the structural flaws and 
inequalities that permeate institutions.  Other researchers assert that those flaws are undergirded 
by structural racism and that the structure of the systems embedded within the institutions give 
rise to its behavior (Powell, 2007).  Often, the debate in the policy environment centers upon a 
  
 
47 
housing policy history where the most disadvantaged has consistently been located within the 
most marginalized communities.  However, the housing policy design that shapes the current 
policy environment and creates the present and future spatial patterns of segregation is more 
often overlooked.   
Gustafson and Walker’s (2002) study on place and people-based priorities within the 
LIHTC QAP is one of the few that analyzes how policy design impacts outcomes.  This research 
builds upon the Gustafson and Walker framework but goes further by specifically analyzing the 
emphasis of place-based priorities relative to poverty deconcentration themes within the QAPs.  
While the overarching goal of the LIHTC policy is the provision of quality housing options for 
low-income renters, incorporating social equity criteria deepens the evaluative analysis.  
Neighborhood characteristics impact the overall development and well-being of residents within 
a community.  Because the LIHTC has become the most prominent affordable housing 
production mechanism, it is critical for policy design to incent placement patterns within healthy 
and sustainable communities that have access to equitable goods and services.  If the LIHTC 
units are concentrated in low-income neighborhoods without a more comprehensive approach to 
meeting the physical, social, and economic needs of those residents then the program is 
perpetuating the ills of poverty concentration and disparities will continue to grow.  
Synthesizing Policy Design and Poverty Concentration Theories 
This chapter presented PDT and the theoretical constructs underlying poverty 
concentration.  These theories were defined according to established literature in order to 
develop a framework for the dissertation research.  Policy design theory has been used to explain 
why policy architecture is instrumental in illuminating the underlying logic and social constructs 
influencing policy design.  The theory suggests that policy instruments ultimately serve to 
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maintain and expand benefits (including funding, access to decision makers, and information) to 
advantaged groups while alienating deviant groups.  The synthesis of PDT and PCT provides a 
basis for exploring poverty deconcentration priorities within low-income housing policy design.  
The intersection of these theoretical frameworks suggests that because poverty deconcentration 
can be perceived as a burden on advantaged target groups, low-income housing policies—
particularly the LIHTC QAP—will be less likely to elevate incentives to reverse poverty 
concentration.   
The chapter highlighted research on the LIHTC sociospatial outcomes.  Sociospatiality is 
rooted in the premise that “equity, equality or social justice are spatially constituted” (Fincher & 
Iveson, 2008, p. 31); therefore, access to that space and the way that social groups are segmented 
within those spaces is central to the manifestation of inequality (O’Sullivan & Gibb, 2003).  The 
LIHTC has been used as a mechanism to both promote sociospatial equity and to perpetuate 
locational inequality.  The policy’s relationship with space is influenced by political and 
ideological factors through the policy design.     
Figure 4 illustrates how primary themes from the literature review link to the dissertation 
research question regarding the correlations between changes in poverty concentration and 
emphasis of poverty deconcentration within LIHTC qualified allocation plan designs.  Figure 4 
synthesizes the theoretical frameworks with policy outcomes.  It depicts the duality of PDT and 
the underlying logic and values influencing policy design.  The model begins by broadly 
segmenting PDT between its basis in both a rational and normative framework.  The double 
arrow between values and social constructs represents the feedback loop between the  
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Figure 4. Conceptual framework integrating policy design and poverty concentration theories. 
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influence of social constructs on the values embedded in policy design and the institutionalized 
values of a policy’s influence on social constructs.   
The model also presupposes that PCT is reinforced by neighborhood stratification.  
Neighborhoods are segmented by social, economic, and racial factors and these bundles 
influence the desirability of a community.  Measures of desirability are defined by a set of 
values, which guide ethics that gradate these characteristics and form constructs to stratify 
neighborhoods.  Those valued inform and are informed by continuous feedback loops that 
influence the evolution of spatial environments.   
In a linear analysis, policy design would be informed by a stimuli—in this case poverty 
concentration.  From there, policy would be designed to achieve a desired outcome.  However, 
defining a desired outcome is influenced by the intersection of diverse interests and sociospatial 
constructs.  Therefore, a breathe of outcomes is achievable.  Figure 4 broadly details the existing 
condition and depicts how incremental deconcentration can be achieved.  While there are a 
myriad of potential outcomes, the figure represents a single application and impact of merging 
PDT and PCT.   
Within the existing model, poverty concentrated in low-income neighborhoods segregates 
those with less power and lower incomes from those with more power and higher incomes.  The 
dispersion diagram represents an alternative outcome.  This model recognizes that complete 
equity is not a realistic objective.  However, incremental change can have broad reaching 
impacts.  In this model, low-wealth households are dispersed from low-income communities into 
low and moderate-income communities.  These shifts change the dynamics in high-poverty 
communities, reducing the concentration effects.  It also provides low-income households that 
are located in higher wealth communities with access to improved goods and services and 
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ultimately improved familiar outcomes.  This model does not assume that there is a specific 
degree of shift necessary to impact change.  However, it does suggest that policy design can 
move the lever and lead to improved outcomes.    
Summary of Literature Review 
The combined elements of PDT and PCT provide a sound basis for exploring poverty 
deconcentration priorities within LIHTC policy design.  Schneider and Ingram’s (1997) PDT 
posits that policies contain a set of fundamental elements that are recognizable in texts and its 
architecture creates a policy instrument.  The underlying logic and the accompanying ideas that 
form the basis for these patterns are influenced by values and have consequences.  These values 
are therefore central to policy design and its analysis (Schneider & Ingram, 1997).   
PDT asserts that content illuminates the underlying logic and social constructs 
influencing design.  According to Schneider and Ingram (1993) designs include goals, target 
groups, agents, an implementation structure, tools, rules, rationales, and assumptions.  PDT was 
among the first policy analysis theories to incorporate social construction into its framework 
(Schneider & Ingram, 1993).  Social construction of target groups assumes that there are 
meaningful shared characteristics among specific social groups that have been created, shaped 
and maintained by “politics, culture, socialization, history, media, literature…” to portray 
specific groups (Schneider & Ingram, 1993, p. 107).   
Constructs have been used to justify the geographic and social segregation of the poor 
(Hayes, 1995).  Powerful interests have used institutions to produce policy that controls 
infringement and maintains the social isolation of the poor (Fincher & Iveson, 2008).  These 
social constructs are at the root of low-income housing placement strategies that spatially 
disadvantage low-income households—guiding how the environment is constructed and how 
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access is allocated (Fincher & Iveson, 2008).  All of which affirm both the significance of place 
and the perceptions regarding desirability that guide behavior and informs housing policy.  The 
resulting consequence is that the means by which space is used and defined, the access provided 
to that space, and the way that social groups are defined and segmented within those spaces 
becomes central to the manifestation of inequality (O’Sullivan & Gibb, 2003). 
Marginalization is embedded into the structure of our social and economic framework 
and is most evident in housing policy that has used systematic approaches to geographically 
segregated poor and minority households.  Urban scholarly literature has traced housing policy’s 
history and its intersection with housing, education, economic and health disparities (Briggs, 
2003; Erikson, 2008; Fellowes, 2006; Fletcher, 2008).  In addition, scholars have studied the 
impact that these decisions have had on poor and minority populations (Briggs, 2003; Lincoln, 
2012).  Few studies have explored LIHTC—the most prominent and presently relevant housing 
policy—and the role of the state in designing this mechanism to encourage poverty 
deconcentration.  
The integration of PDT and PCT serve as a framework to guide interpretation of the 
research findings.  Policy design theory presupposes that policy architecture illuminates the 
underlying logic and social constructs influencing policy design.  The theory further suggests 
that these instruments generally maintain and expand benefits to advantaged groups while 
alienating deviant groups.  When these theoretical assertions are synthesized with this research, it 
was anticipated that there would be no statistically significant difference between changes in 
poverty concentration and changes in the QAP emphasis of PD—even if there is evidence of 
increasing poverty concentration.   
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The PCT that undergirds this research does not attribute poverty to the fundamental 
deficiencies of the poor but to locational policies that have isolated these groups and effectively 
alienated them from the mainstream (Wilson, 1987; De-Haven-Smith, 1988).  This concentration 
effect subsequently contributes to social disorder and economic disparities (Fellowes, 2006; 
Schwartz, Ellen et al., 2006).  More specifically, concentration theory has been correlated with 
lower educational attainment, lower economic opportunities, increased joblessness and health 
disparities (Galster et al., 2008).  Using this theory as an underlying premise, policies that 
redistribute poverty from high poverty communities would subsequently result in improved 
outcomes among poor households.        
The synthesis of PDT and PCT provides a basis for exploring poverty deconcentration 
priorities within low-income housing tax credit policy design.  When used to contextualize the 
research questions these theories suggest that LIHTC qualified allocation plans, within states 
where large MSA poverty concentration has increased, would respond by designing the 
instrument to encourage placement patterns outside of high poverty concentrated communities.  
However, if and when a policy design will burden advantaged social groups in higher income 
communities then it is unlikely that the instrument will include policy approaches that 
incentivize locational decisions within nonpoverty concentrated communities.  Although 
research trends show that U.S. poverty rates are increasing and that poverty is also increasingly 
concentrated (Kneebone et al., 2011) social constructs of target groups and the perceived impact 
of policy outcomes ultimately impacts the strategies, the prioritization of these approaches in 
policy design and their effectiveness in initiating changes in policy outcomes.   
This research builds upon the Gustafson and Walker’s (2002) LIHTC analysis.  However, 
it specifically analyzes the emphasis of place-based priorities relative to poverty deconcentration 
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priorities within the LIHTC QAP.  While the overarching goal of the LIHTC policy is the 
provision of quality housing options for low-income renters, neighborhood characteristics impact 
the overall development and well-being of residents within a community.  As the most prominent 
affordable housing production mechanism, this study seeks to highlight whether the LIHTC QAP 
design incents placement patterns that improve social, economic, and educational outcomes for 
low-income households.  If LIHTC developments are concentrated in low-income 
neighborhoods without a comprehensive approach to meeting the diversity of resident needs, 
then the program is perpetuating the ills of poverty concentration and sociospatial disparities 
between advantaged, contender, dependent, and deviant social groups will continue to grow.  
Chapter 3 outlines the research methods employed to integrate PDT and PCT for the purpose of 
understanding poverty deconcentration priorities within low-income housing tax credit policy 
design.    
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CHAPTER 3.  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
Introduction 
As explained in previous chapters, the goal of this study was to explore how poverty 
deconcentration is represented and prioritized within state low-income housing policy design.  
The question regarding how states characterized sociospatial themes over time within their 
LIHTC policy and the emphasis on poverty deconcentration was considered by examining 
QAPs.  The emphasis on poverty deconcentration was subsequently analyzed relative to MSA 
poverty concentration trends to determine whether correlations existed and if those correlations 
were significant.  This chapter provides an explanation of the research methodology, a 
description of the selected research design, and an outline of the data collection and analysis 
methods.  This chapter concludes with a discussion of the limitations and the threats to validity 
and reliability.    
Research Method 
Policies contain an architecture that subsequently creates a policy instrument.  When this 
instrument’s content is analyzed across multiple dimensions, the examination can contribute 
understanding that clarifies embedded values (Schneider & Ingram, 1997; Stone, 2002).  Given 
the integrated theoretical framework presented in the literature review, a mixed-methods research 
design was most appropriate for this study.  The research methods used were content analysis
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and regression analysis.  Mixed-method approaches create a framework where the findings of 
one method can be expanded upon or elaborated with a subsequent method (Creswell, 2009).   
This dissertation employed a sequential exploratory mixed method strategy.  The 
approach included a primary method that guided the research and a secondary approach that   
expanded understanding of the research problem (Creswell, 2009).  Figure 8 is a diagrammatic 
representation of this approach.  The sequential exploratory mixed method involves an initial 
phase of qualitative data collection and analysis and a second phase of quantitative data 
collection and analysis where Phase 2 builds upon the results of Phase 1.  Therefore the method 
used quantitative results to more deeply interpret qualitative findings and to address the 
following questions: 
Q1. How have states characterized sociospatial themes in their low-income housing 
tax credit qualified allocation plans?   
Q2. Do these sociospatial themes emphasize poverty deconcentration?   
Q3. How have these priorities within plans changed over time? 
Q4. Are there statistically correlations between changes in poverty concentration and 
emphasis of poverty deconcentration within state low-income housing qualified 
allocation plan designs?   
Figure 5. Figure exploratory sequential design. 
 
 
Adapted from “Research Design,” by J. Creswell, 2009, p. 209. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
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Research Design  
Referred to as the “third methodological movement”, mixed-method combines both 
quantitative and qualitative research and methods in order to broaden understanding in a research 
study (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2007, p. 1).   This definition of the method and its procedures 
have evolved since its inception in psychological research however, methodology scholars 
Creswell and Clark define it as a combination of “method, philosophy and research design 
orientation” (2007, p.5).   The procedures that are generally accepted practice include collecting 
and analyzing data based upon the research question; combining this data using sequential, 
embedded or concurrent forms; using this data to support either a single phase or multiphase 
study; framing these procedures using a specific theoretical lens; and combining these 
procedures into a cohesive research design that directs the study.   
There are three primary reasons why this method was selected.  First, mixed-method 
allows the researcher to gain a broader perspective on the research problem and mitigate the 
inherent weaknesses of pure quantitative and qualitative analysis.  The mixed-method approach 
provides a richer inventory of evidence to address the research question and is less restrictive.  
Quantitative analysis alone does not include the contextual underpinnings, which can ultimately 
limit discovery, deeper insight and interpretation.  While qualitative analysis in isolation is more 
susceptible to personal bias and interpretation (Creswell, 2009).   
Secondly, mixed-method design lends itself well to research studies where data collection 
instruments are designed or built.  This is particularly useful in circumstances where the 
researcher wants to “explore a phenomenon but also expand on the (quantitative or) qualitative 
findings” (Creswell, 2009, p.212).  In this research study, connecting policy design with a human 
condition (poverty concentration) required a method that would support multiple layers of 
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analysis by merging frameworks used in other policy document research studies (Bassett & 
Shandas, 2010; Burby & May, 1997; Norton, 2005, 2008; Talen & Knaap, 2003).   
Finally, mixed-method stimulates alternative understanding by illuminating outcomes 
and the conditions that are correlated with specific outcomes (Creswell, 2009).  It is a ‘practical’ 
approach because it allows the researcher to use all the methods available in order to address a 
research problem.  It also allows for both inductive and deductive problem solving and analysis 
(Creswell and Plano Clark, 2007).  This is particularly important to this study given the intent of 
gaining a better understanding of poverty deconcentration goals within state QAPs and its 
correlation with changes in poverty concentration in MSAs across the country.  A prominent 
weakness of this method is the length of time involved in the data collection and analysis phase 
because both qualitative and quantitative data are interpreted (Creswell, 2009).  This method also 
poses challenges when conflicting outcomes result that require reconciliation (Creswell, 2009).     
Content Analysis Method  
Within this research design, the primary method was content analysis and the embedded 
method was regression analysis.  Content analysis is defined by Holsti (1969) as "any technique 
for making inferences by objectively and systematically identifying specified characteristics of 
messages" (p. 14).  It has been used to analyze texts in order to make inferences about the factors 
leading up to messages and the effects of those messages on recipients (Frankfort-Nachmias & 
Nachmias, 2008).  Content analysis created a framework for a systematic review of the state 
QAPs.  Since the intent of this study was to illuminate priorities within a state’s LIHTC 
allocation documents, content analysis could support discovery and analysis in a nonobtrusive 
yet insightful manner (Krippendorff, 2013).   
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Krippendorff (2013) has suggested that content analysis leads to the most insight when it 
is focused on ideas and facts that are constituted in language.  These ideas can be classified as: 
1. Attributes:  “Attribution of competence, character, morality, success and 
belonging to particular categories of people in order to enable or discourage 
action, create heroes…(or) identify leaders and marginalizes minorities” (p. 78).  
Granting these attributes cannot occur without language.  Texts that socially 
construct attributes and distribute costs and benefits lend themselves well to 
content analysis.   
2. Social Relationships: “Authority, power, contractual agreements, and inequality 
are all constituted primarily in how language is used and only secondarily in what 
is said” (p. 79).  Content analysis provides beneficial insight when there is a focus 
on how language is used and to whom interpretation is available.    
3. Public behaviors: “To the extent that behavior is public, and hence observed and 
judged by others, it is brought into the domain of language” (p.79).  That 
exchange produces vocabulary that is repeated and subsequently frames values, 
behaviors and experiences through conversation and text.  Content analysis is 
most beneficial when a public exchange or phenomena is being analyzed.  
4. Institutional realities: Text can legitimize specific institutional frameworks. These 
institutions guide behavior, communication and their interpretation.  Institutions 
guide social realities and affirm membership through “written form, 
organizational memories, identities and practices” (p.80).  Content analysis of  
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language and text within this framework can provide insight into an organization 
or institutional practices.  
This research study met the criteria detailed above.      
Quantitative Method 
Statistical analysis is useful in identifying patterns within the research data.  Statistical 
analysis was used to describe data distributions.  This approach deepened the insight obtained 
from the content analysis and enabled an analysis of these findings relative to poverty 
concentration trends across the country.   
Descriptive statistics were used as an effective means of summarizing and organizing the 
quantitative data.  Inferential statistics were used to determine whether the expected patterns per 
the theoretical framework were identified in the observations (Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias, 
2008).  In regression analysis, “the researcher estimates a prediction rule that evaluates the extent 
of change produced in the dependent variable by independent variable(s)” (Frankfort-Nachmias 
& Nachmias, 2008, p. 409).  Findings from the content analysis were used to predict differences 
in poverty deconcentration prioritization within QAPs from 2000 and 2010.  The intent of this 
phase of the study was to examine the effects of independent variables (defined in the analysis 
section) on the change in poverty deconcentration priorities in state QAPs.   
Sample Analysis 
The study sample included geographic diversity.  Table 3 shows that the sample had 
approximately 5 to 12 states within each region with varying sizes and population ranges.  
Regions and subregions of the country are sometimes faced with similar socioeconomic 
challenges and opportunities.  These factors can impact housing conditions and may 
subsequently influence housing policy approaches.  Therefore, geographic segmentation in the 
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 Table 3      
      
Sample of States by Geographic Regions Within the United States 
      
Region   States   
West Washington, Oregon, California, Utah, Colorado 
      
Midwest Minnesota, Iowa, Michigan, Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, Wisconsin 
      
South Texas, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Kentucky, Tennessee, Florida, 
 Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, Virginia, District of Columbia, 
      
Northeast New Jersey, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Maryland, Pennsylvania,  
 Massachusetts, Maine, New York  
 
research findings allowed for analysis of regional dynamics—illuminating trends and patterns in 
policy design.   
Descriptor Analysis 
State descriptor data were captured to describe characteristics that could impact priorities 
within the QAPs.  Descriptors can shed light onto why specific sociospatial criteria are 
emphasized within the policy design.  In this study, they contextualize both phases of the 
research design.  These state descriptors analyzed included poverty, urbanization, MSA 
concentration trends and political ideology.   
Poverty and Urbanization 
Table 4 shows that the change in poverty by state ranged up to a 6.8 percent over the 
decade with a median of approximately 3 percent.  Five percent of states experienced a decline in 
poverty and 32 percent experienced up to a 2.5 percent increase.  Fifty percent of the states had 
poverty increases between 2.5 and 5 percent and poverty rates in 11.6 percent of the states 
exceeded 5 percent.  Overall, the Midwest had the highest increases in poverty with a  
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Table 4      
      
State Percent Change in Poverty and Urbanization, 2000 to 2010 
      
  Percent change in poverty Percent change in urbanization 
States  between 2000 and 2010 between 2000 and 2010 
South region:     
Arkansas  3.00  3.64  
Florida  4.00  1.87  
Georgia  4.90  3.44  
Kentucky  3.20  2.62  
Louisiana  (0.90)  0.56  
Mississippi 2.50  0.58  
North Carolina 5.20  5.84  
South Carolina 4.10  5.83  
Tennessee  4.20  2.76  
Texas  2.50  2.19  
Virginia  1.50  2.41  
Average  3.12  2.81  
      
West region:     
California  1.60  0.51  
Colorado  4.10  1.68  
Oregon  4.20  2.29  
Utah  3.80  2.35  
Washington 2.80  2.09  
Average  3.30  1.78  
      
Midwest region:    
Illinois  3.10  0.65  
Indiana  5.80  1.66  
Iowa  3.50  2.94  
Michigan  6.30  (0.80)  
Minnesota 3.70  2.33  
Ohio  5.20  0.56  
Wisconsin 4.50  1.85  
Average  4.59  1.31  
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Table 4 – continued 
      
  Percent change in poverty Percent change in urbanization 
States  between 2000 and 2010 between 2000 and 2010 
Northeast region:    
Maine  2.00  (1.57)  
Maryland  1.40  1.13  
Massachusetts 2.10  0.60  
New York 0.30  0.38  
Connecticut 2.20  0.25  
Rhode Island 2.10  (0.19)  
DC  (1.00)  0.00  
Pennsylvania 1.40  1.13  
Average  1.31  0.22  
 
median increase of 4.59 percent.  The increase in poverty over the decade in the Midwest may be 
correlated with the disappearance of the manufacturing industry and its subsequent impact on 
unemployment and poverty rates (U.S. Census, n/da).  Table 4 also indicates that the percent 
change in urbanization increased up to 5.8 percent over the decade.  Eleven percent of states 
experienced a decline in urbanization.  At 65 percent, the majority of states had urbanization 
increases up to 2.5 percent while 23 percent experienced increases above 2.5 percent.  These 
outcomes confirm that poverty and urbanization have increased across the country between 2000 
and 2010 albeit at different rates.   
Political Ideology  
Patterns in political ideology also influence state policy design (Brace et. al, 2004).  
Ideology has been defined as “a set of beliefs about the proper order of society and how it can be 
achieved” (Erikson and Tedlin, 2003, p.64).  Ideologies “also endeavor to describe or interpret 
the world as it is—by making assertions or assumptions about human nature, historical events, 
present realities, and future possibilities—and to envision the world as it should be, specifying 
acceptable means of attaining social, economic, and political ideals” (Jost et al., 2009, p. 308).  
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Given the complexity surrounding ideology, there are limitations to this study’s rudimentary 
classification of political ideology by presidential voting trends over the study period.   
First, political ideology is governed by a collection of ideas and complex belief systems 
that cannot be thoroughly revealed in presidential voting trends.  Second, while the consequences 
of ideology are visible in attitudes, systems and process this measure does not consider the 
interactive effects of this complex variable (Erikson and Tedlin, 2003).  More specifically, the 
complexities associated with time, place and the background characteristics is a limitation to 
rigor of this variable classification (Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias, 2009).  Although these 
limitations exist, the goal was to use ideology as a mechanism to explore the relationship 
between the dependent and independent variable.  A more nuanced analysis of ideology may 
include examining other levels of electoral politics (i.e. gubernatorial elections) in addition to 
analyzing participation trends (i.e. patterns of political interest and concern).  However, this 
degree of nuance was beyond the scope of this research study.   
In order to classify a state’s political ideology the presidential election voting patterns 
from 2000, 2004 and 2008 were analyzed for each state.  Presidential voting trends were selected 
because these trends represent the dominant ideological framework of a state.  Although these 
trends are influenced by the complex demographics within a state (Halpin & Agne, 2009), there 
is widespread agreement among political scholars that “interstate differences in public ideology 
are important in accounting for notable differences among the states in the policies they adopt” 
(Brace et. al, 2004, p. 529).   
The 2000, 2004 and 2008 elections were selected since these elections occurred within 
the study period.  When a state’s electoral votes went to the democratic candidate in 2000, 2004 
and 2008 then the state was classified as ‘liberal’.  When those votes went to the republican 
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candidate in these elections, then the state was classified as ‘conservative’.  If there were changes 
in the voting patterns, then these states were classified as ‘swing’ states. This analysis showed 
that the ideological categorizations were relatively equally distributed with 28 percent of states 
were described as conservative, 38 percent as liberal, and 34 percent as swing states.  When 
analyzing regional patterns of ideology as illustrated in Table 5, the overwhelming majority of 
the Republican states were in the South, swing states were primarily in the Midwest, and most of 
the democratic voting states were in the Northeast.   
 
Table 5      
      
Political Ideology and Region Cross Tabulation  
      
  Ideology    
 Republican 
(%) 
Democrat    
(%) 
Swing 
(%) 
Total 
Northeast 0 (0) 76 (13) 24 (4) 100 (17) 
     
South 72 (13) 0 (0) 28 (5) 100 (18) 
     
Midwest 0 (0) 19 (3) 81 (13) 100 (16) 
 
West  
 
8 (1) 
 
75 (9) 
 
17 (2) 
 
 100 (12) 
     
     
 
MSA Concentration  
Poverty concentration is a measure of the economic disadvantage within a dense 
geographic cluster of individuals and households (Jargowsky, 2003).  Clustering includes but 
may not be limited to neighborhoods, regions (cities/counties), and state boundaries.  Although 
there are various means of geographic delineations, the literature commonly referenced—which 
also served as the foundation for this study—analyzes poverty concentration using MSAs as the 
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geographic unit (Jargowsky, 2003, 2008; Jargowsky & Bane, 1990; Kneebone et al, 2011).  The 
conventional measure of poverty concentration adopted in the leading studies measures the 
proportion of poor people living in census tracts and the number of high poverty census tracts
7
 
within a MSA therefore using MSAs to study the corresponding states’ priorities was most 
appropriate (Jargowsky, 2003, 2008; Jargowsky & Bane, 1990; Kneebone et al., 2011).   
Figures 6 and 7 provide insight into the MSA concentration trends within the sample.  
Figure 6 highlights the change in MSA percentage concentration between 2000 and 2005-2009.  
This figure is evidence that the number of MSAs with concentration levels above 5 percent 
increased by almost four times the number of MSAs in 2000.  These results support the assertion 
that there were increases in the degree of percent concentration within MSAs between 2000 and 
2005-09. 
Figure 7 highlights both the total population and the poor population within the MSAs.  
The total population within the MSAs increased by 26 percent and there was a corresponding 
increase in the poor population by 27 percent.  This descriptive analysis of MSA trends is 
significant to the methodology because it confirms that both poverty and poverty concentration 
increased over the decade. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
7
 High poverty census tracts are defined as tracts where 40 percent or more of the population are at or below the U.S. 
Census poverty threshold.  
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Figure 6. Percentage poverty concentration within the 50 largest metropolitan statistical areas 
per 2000 and 2005-09 census data.  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7. Poor versus total population in poverty concentrated census tracts per 2000 and     
2005-09 census data. 
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Data Collection and Analysis 
Ten steps were followed in order to collect and analyze data.  These steps merged the 
components of content analysis design with quantitative design.  These steps included (1) 
developing an approach to collect qualified allocation plans; (2) pilot testing the collection 
strategy; (3) developing and implementing an approach to select a sample from the population of 
states; (4) defining the study years included within the analysis; (5) performing an environmental 
scan of the federal and state QAP guiding framework; (6) generating categories and themes for 
analysis; (7) reducing the data into manageable contextual interpretations using the theoretical 
framework; (8) analyzing  qualified allocation plans for the presence of socio-spatial criteria and 
poverty deconcentration criteria; (9) analyzing  poverty concentration trends in 2000 and 2010; 
(10) design a multinomial regression model to synthesize Phase 1 and Phase 2.     
1.  Collect Qualified Allocation Plans 
Qualified allocation plans were obtained from both the state housing finance agencies and 
from Novogradac’s (2011) web-based database of LIHTC qualified allocation plans.8  There was 
a review of state websites to obtain QAPs for each study year.  For those plans that could not be 
located using this approach, the public relations associate within the agency administering the 
program was contacted by e-mail, the research was described, and a request was made for 
assistance.  One week after the initial e-mail, a follow-up e-mail was sent to the initial contact 
either thanking them for their assistance or reminding them of the request for information.  All 
data collection was completed within one month.   
The dataset contains QAPs for each state in the sample.  The data set includes these units 
of analyses from 2000 and 2010.  In one case, the agency was unresponsive and plans could not 
                                                          
8
 Novogradac is a nationally certified public accounting and consulting firm with an emphasis on the administration 
of the LIHTC program.   
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be collected (see Appendix A). In other cases, an alternative year was used as a substitute when 
agency contacts could not locate the requested plan.  These were only used if the substituted plan 
was within one year of the study year.  
2.  Pilot Test QAP Data Collection and Coding Procedure   
The primary purpose of the pilot was to test and refine both the coding plan and coding 
instrument design (see Appendix B).  The pilot study tested the appropriateness and clarity of the 
instrument design by coding QAPs from Virginia, Ohio, and Illinois for each year between 2000 
and 2012.   This analysis illuminated the sociospatial themes and also illuminated any variations 
in how these themes were coded and scored.  In response to the pilot outcomes, the coding plan 
was refined.   
3. Select a Sample of States   
Poverty concentration is measured at the MSA level therefore segmentation at this level 
guided the process of selecting states for the study.  There are 366 MSAs nationally according to 
the U.S. Office of Management and Budget 2008 analysis of metropolitan statistical areas and 
the 100 largest MSAs
9
 were selected (Kneebone et al., 2011).
10
  From this population, a sample 
of MSAs was randomly selected.  First, the largest 100 MSAs were alphabetized by city name.  
Then a random sample was drawn using Excel’s® random sampling function to generate random 
numbers for each occurrence.  Those random numbers were sorted from lowest to highest and 
the first 50 MSAs were selected for the sample.  Those MSAs are included in Appendix C. 
                                                          
9
 Large MSAs have large population nuclei.  The largest MSAs were selected because, by definition, these high 
population centers are most likely to house densely clustered populations (Kneebone et al, 2011).  Because of their 
high population density, the trends within these geographic areas are likely to influence priorities within state 
housing policy design.    
1010 An MSA is defined as a county or group of counties that has either a city with a minimum population of 50,000 
or an urbanized area (minimum population of 50,000) and a total population of at least 100,000 in the component 
counties. The county that contains the largest city is called the “central county.” In addition to the central county, an 
MSA includes any outlying counties if they exhibit certain commuting patterns and have a high degree of social and 
economic integration with the central county  (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013).  
 
  
 
70 
There are circumstances where MSAs cross state boundaries and where states are a part 
of more than one MSA within the sample.  The resulting sample corresponded to 32 states.   
4. Define which study years would be collected for analysis     
The 2000 and 2010 QAPs from each of the states within the sample were analyzed.  A 
study span of 10 years is consistent with Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1999) policy cycle theory.  
This framework asserts that a time perspective of 10 years or more is required to understand 
policy change.  This research book ends the decade to determine whether (a) there were changes 
in deconcentration priorities, and (b) if those changes could be correlated with changes in 
poverty concentration that may have occurred over the start of the decade.  In addition, this time 
perspective was also appropriate because housing development and production are time intensive 
activities that require a significant outlay of capital and stability in land use.  As a result, shifts in 
the delivery system and its funding mechanisms are more likely to be incremental and large 
directional shifts from year to year are less likely.  Therefore, the study analyzed QAPs from 
2000 and 2010 to assess changes over time.  
The allocation plans from 2000 served as a baseline framework.  Since, poverty 
concentration research states that poverty increased over the decade (Kneebone, 2011), the 2010 
QAPs should have been reflective of these trends.  2010 QAP scoring priorities were most likely 
based upon an analysis of housing needs and community profiles prior to that year.  Therefore, 
poverty concentration statistical survey data from the 2005-2009 American Community Survey 
was the most appropriate data set to frame priorities in the 2010 QAPs.   
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5. Scan the federal and state QAP framework 
Although the states within the sample structured the presentation of QAPs differently, 
they generally include observable elements organized around the parameters of program 
administration including but not limited to: definitions, federal requirements and mandates, role 
of the allocating agency, fees, threshold criteria and priority classes, scoring criteria, and 
program compliance requirements.  The consistency surrounding the framework of the plans is 
largely influenced by the federal requirements governing the program.  More specifically, the 
Federal Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program requires the agency in each state 
responsible for allocating the LIHTC (the credits) adopt a plan for the allocation of such credits 
within its jurisdiction.  According to Section 42(m) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as 
amended (the Code), the plan must:  
set forth selection criteria to be used to determine housing priorities…which are 
appropriate to local conditions give preference to projects: serving the lowest income 
tenants; and obligated to serve qualified tenants for the longest period of time; which are 
located in qualified census tracts and contribute to a concerted community revitalization 
plan, and provide a procedure that the Authority (or its agent) will follow in monitoring 
for noncompliance with the provisions of Section 42 of the Code (42 IRC §m(1)(B)(i)-
(ii)).   
 
These parameters influence the design of these policy documents.  However, these 
federal guidelines do not dictate the level of prioritization that must be assigned to the selection 
criteria.  According to the federal guidelines, the selection criteria set forth in the QAPs should 
include:   
i. project location,  
ii. housing needs characteristics,  
iii. project characteristics, including whether the project includes the use of existing 
housing as part of a community revitalization plan,  
iv. sponsor characteristics,  
v. tenant populations with special housing needs,  
vi. public housing waiting lists,  
vii. tenant populations of individuals with children,  
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viii. projects intended for eventual tenant ownership,  
ix. the energy efficiency of the project, and  
x. the historic nature of the project (42 IRC §m(1)(C)(i)-(x)).   
 
While the federal guidelines stipulate a set of priorities, states (as the implementing 
agents) have the liberty to craft threshold and scoring criteria that expounds upon these federal 
priorities to address the range of needs and problems faced within the state using diverse 
approaches.  States generally organized the scoring system into a multi-phased process in order 
to rank proposals.  The first phase established a threshold whereby eligibility was determined.  
The scope of these threshold requirements varied considerably, but primarily centered around 
income thresholds, physical design, solvency of the sponsor, and completeness of the proposal 
due diligence.  The second phase classified applications according to allocation priority classes.  
These classes are generally designed to categorize proposals with similar characteristics and/or 
that are serving specific populations.  These pools are defined by geography, sponsor type, and 
population pools; the design of the allocation classes varied.  The final phase rated proposals 
according to a set of criteria with a corresponding point allocation.  Point categories generally 
addressed affordability, development characteristics, sociospatial characteristics and readiness of 
the proposal.  
6. Generate themes and develop a coding plan 
Prior to analysis, themes within the framework of the QAPs were reviewed and 
categorized.  The intent was to identify patterns observed in these policy documents.  
Researchers have used similar research designs to analyze comprehensive plans and zoning 
codes.  These studies captured various attributes and analyzed policy documents for the 
frequency and strength of specific items (Bassett & Shandas, 2010; Burby & May, 1997; Norton, 
2005, 2008; Talen & Knaap, 2003).  For example, Norton’s (2008) study of master plans 
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determined the influence of multiple items by assessing a given concept of interest or category 
and then summing or averaging the items to produce a standardized measure of a particular 
concept.  This research study used a similar methodological approach to analyze sociospatial 
priorities. The coding plan serves as a bridge for interpreting the QAPs.  Within content analysis,  
coding allows the research to transform text in a manner that will support both deductive and 
inductive interpretation.  The coding plan also provides a framework for replicable analysis 
across time and across methods (Krippendorff, 2013).    
The code book in Tables 6 and 7 provides a brief description of the themes.  Coding was 
limited to two descriptive themes: sociospatial criteria and sociospatial criteria designed to 
encourage poverty deconcentration.  Table 6 corresponds to sociospatial themes and Table 7 
corresponds to those themes that relate to poverty deconcentration.  
7. Reduce dataset into manageable representations 
Content analysis creates a framework whereby large data sets can be efficient represented 
(Krippendorff, 2013).  It can be used as a means of aggregating units of analysis.  Within this 
research study, reducing the data illuminated patterns and relationships that were not readily 
observable by analyzing a QAP in isolation.  To analyze the qualitative data gathered during 
content analysis, the QAPs were uploaded into Dedoose®
11
 resulting in 63 plans in the software 
system
12
.  These resources corresponded to 32 QAPs from 2000 and 31 QAPs from 2010.  The 
64 resources produced 150 excerpts with a total of two main themes and 11 subthemes.   
 
                                                          
11
 Three of the plans could not be uploaded into Dedoose® due to software conversion incompatibility.  In these 
cases, the plans were analyzed outside of the software but the corresponding priorities were captured within  
Dedoose® so that these results were included in the analysis.    
12
 There were a total of 64 resources were anticipated.  Plans from the District of Columbia could not be obtained 
and were not included in the study.  In addition, one state had two plans for the 2000 study year rather than the 
typical one plan per year.      
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Table 6      
      
General Sociospatial Scoring Criteria (Q1, Q3, Q4)
13
   
      
    Examples of criteria as defined 
Describe elements of   in the sample of qualified 
sociospatial criteria Description of elements allocation plans/themes to code 
1. Located within a QCT. -Located in a community -Development is located in a 
   defined as "low-income," "high  "qualified census tract" of a 
   poverty," and/or difficult to   metropolitan statistical area or 
   develop. This is defined by   a difficult development area 
   federal guidelines related to   as designated by the  
   the predominant incomes    Secretary of HUD. 
   within a geographic area.  
      
2. Proximity to services. -Located in an area where the -Desirable sites, which are or 
   site is accessible to services  will be, located in close 
   and/or amenities that are  proximity and are accessible 
   needed by the population  to desirable facilities tailored 
   served. Includes: proximity to  to the needs of the  
   parks and recreation; proximity  development's tenants. 
   to grocery, pharmacy; proximity  
   to public schools, libraries; -Availability of and access to 
   proximity to medical services;  appropriate community 
   proximity to other specialized  services, including shopping 
   services.   (gas, grocery, banking, 
     pharmacy, etc.); restaurants; 
     parks.  
      
3. Contribution to the -Existing development located -Developments located in a 
revitalization of a QCT.  in a QCT and part of a  QCT that contribute to a 
   community revitalization plan  Community Revitalization 
   (HOPE VI, Enterprise Zone,  Development Plan. Special 
   DDA, etc.).  priority will be given to any 
     development that is located  
     in a QCT or is for the 
     rehabilitation of existing  
     housing if it contributes to a 
     concerted community 
     revitalization plan.  
      
    -A copy of the community 
     revitalization plan, which 
     specifically addresses a need 
     for affordable housing must be 
     included with the application. 
 
                                                          
13
 Every element coded and listed in Table 6 will be used to address Q1, Q3 and Q4.   
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Table 6 – continued     
      
    Examples of criteria as defined 
Describe elements of   in the sample of qualified 
sociospatial criteria Description of elements allocation plans/themes to code 
4. Proximity to 
transportation. 
-Projects that are part of a -The project is part of a 
   transit-oriented development   transit-oriented development 
   strategy where there is a   strategy where there is a  
   transit station, rail station,   transit station, rail station, 
   commuter rail station, or bus   commuter rail station, or bus 
   station, or public bus stop   station, or public bus stop 
   within a specified distance   within 1/4 mile from the site 
   from the site. A private bus or   with service at least every 30 
   transit system providing service   minutes.  
   to residents may be substituted  
   for a public system. -The site is within 1/4 mile of 
      a transit station, rail station, 
      commuter rail station, or bus 
      station, or public bus stop 
      with frequent service at least 
      every 30 minutes during the 
      hours of 7-9 a.m. and 4-6 p.m. 
      
    -The site is within 1/3 mile of a 
     public bus stop with service 
     at least every 30 minutes  
     during the hours of 7-9 a.m. 
     and 4-6 p.m. 
      
    -The site is located within 500 
     feet of a regular public bus 
     stop, or rapid transit system 
     stop.  
      
    -The site is located within 
     1,500 feet of a regular public 
     bus stop or rapid transit 
     system stop. 3 points 
      
    -A private bus or transit system 
     providing service to residents 
     may be substituted for a public 
     system if it (a) meets the 
     relevant headway and distance 
     criteria, and (b) if service is 
     provided free to residents. 
  
 
76 
Table 7      
      
Sociospatial Scoring Criteria Encouraging Poverty Deconcentration (Q2, Q3, Q4)
14
 
      
Identify elements of sociospatial  Example of criteria as defined 
criteria that encourage poverty in the sample of qualified 
Deconcentration Description of element allocation plans/themes to code 
1. Location in a majority owner- -Located in a community 
where 
-Is located in a community 
occupied neighborhood.  most of the housing units are  with a high percentage of 
   owner-occupied, single family  owner-occupied, single 
   detached homes.  family detached homes—greater 
     than 85 percent. 
  -Site is within a stable,  
   established neighborhood or  
   community that will maximize  
   the use of existing trans-  
   portation, utilities, and  
   infrastructure.   
      
2. Location in a community -Encourages the distribution -Location in a community with 
with a small number of  of tax credit developments by  less than 10 percent subsidized 
subsidized units.  discouraging location of new  stock.  
   units within neighborhoods/  
   municipalities that have a -An application for a project 
   predetermined number of  located in a county that 
   existing projects.  currently has fewer than 100 tax 
      
  -Discourages location within -credit units that have been 
   neighborhoods/municipalities  allocated  
   that have received an    
   allocation of tax credits within -To encourage the distribution 
   a specific historical timeframe.  of tax credits throughout the 
     state, one point shall be 
      
    -awarded to projects located in 
     municipalities which have less 
     than five projects that have 
      
    -received tax credit  
     allocations in the past 3 years. 
      
3. Integrating incomes within -Mixed-income housing that -Proposal promotes economic 
a housing development.  low-income units and market  integration by developing a 
   rate units. Low-income units  minimum of 10 percent non- 
   are defined as units that  qualified units. 
   serve households with incomes  
                                                          
14
 Every element coded and listed in Table 7 will be used to address Q2, Q3 and Q4.   
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Table 7 – continued     
      
Identify elements of sociospatial  Example of criteria as defined 
criteria that encourage poverty in the sample of qualified 
Deconcentration Description of element allocation plans/themes to code 
   at or below 60 percent of that -Projects designed for both 
   particular area's median  low-income and market-rate 
   income.   tenants are eligible to receive 
     points if 40 percent to 80 
     percent of project units are 
     designated for low-income  
     and/or very low income tenants. 
      
    -Promotes economic integration. 
     Points will be awarded for the 
     election of the following 
     percentage of tax credit units 
     to the total units (not 
     including manager or model 
     units) in the project. 
      
4. Location within low poverty -Located in a community -Located in a census tract with 
neighborhood.  where the majority of  less than 10 percent poverty 
   household incomes are   and no other LIHTC 
   above the poverty  developments. 
   threshold.    
    -Located in stable communities 
     with less than 10 percent 
     below poverty level 
     (designated middle or upper 
     income level; tracts not 
     designated as distressed or 
     underserved). 
 
8. Analyze QAPs for the presence of sociospatial themes and identify trends 
After all of the QAPs were uploaded into Dedoose®, then the presence of the coded 
themes were analyzed.  The “Scoring Criteria” section of the QAPs was identified.  This section 
was scanned for the presence of key words and themes related to sociospatial criteria.  Each 
instance was extracted and coded.  Figure 8 presents a Word map using the Dedoose® coded 
data.  This map demonstrates the relative occurrence of the coding themes. 
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Figure 8. Word map demonstrating Dedoose® coded data for relative occurrence of coding 
themes. 
 
 
 
First, for each 2000 QAPs, the scored sociospatial theme was captured and coded in 
Dedoose, a Web-based qualitative data analysis tool.  Dedoose® served as an efficient 
mechanism to compile data, place it in multiple categories with subcategories, and rearrange it to 
suit the analysis.  The points associated with each of these themes were also extracted.  From 
there, the total points from all of the sociospatial themes were added.  This total was used to 
determine the relative percentage associated with each theme.  Once the relative percentages 
associated with each theme was determined, the total percent associated with poverty 
deconcentration themes were isolated.   These same steps were performed within all of the 2010 
QAPs.  Finally, the percentages associated with poverty deconcentration themes in 2000 were 
compared to the percentages associated with poverty deconcentration themes in 2010 for each 
state.    
9. Perform a secondary data analysis of MSA poverty concentration data  
The 50 MSA’s selected for the sample corresponded to 63 cases in the data set for the 
secondary phase of the research study.  The poverty concentration trends within each of these 
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MSA’s were analyzed.  This analysis evaluated changes in poverty concentration between the 
2000 Census data and 2005-09 ACS.  More specifically, the secondary analysis identified 
whether poverty concentration increased, decreased or did not change between the two data sets.  
These outcomes were collected in an Excel spreadsheet and served as the primary independent 
variable for the regression analysis.    
10. Design a  multinomial regression model to synthesize Phase 1 and Phase 2  
Phase 2 of the exploratory sequential research design used a quasi-experimental 
framework to analyze the null hypotheses.  First, a chi-square model assessed the relationship 
between the independent, dependent and covariant variable.  The purpose of this model was to 
determine the strength and the significance of the relationship between the variables.   
The chi-square statistic is a nonparametric statistical technique used to determine if a 
distribution of observed frequencies differs from the expected frequencies (Frankfort-Nachmias 
and Nachmias, 2008).  Chi-square statistics use categorical or ordinal level data.  Instead of using 
means and variances, chi-square uses frequencies to measure goodness of fit (Frankfort-
Nachmias and Nachmias, 2008).  Chi-square statistics were used to assess the relationship 
between changes in MSA poverty concentration and changes in QAP emphasis of poverty 
deconcentration.  Also investigated was the relationship between QAP emphasis of poverty 
deconcentration and region and political ideology.   The statistic was calculated using SPSS® in 
order to determine the significance of the relationship between the variables.   
From there, a multinomial logistic regression model was developed to determine the 
probability that, given a change in poverty concentration in MSAs, how poverty deconcentration 
goals would change over the study period within the corresponding state LIHTC qualified 
allocation plans.  More specifically, this model was designed to determine the probability that, 
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given a change in MSA poverty concentration, the weighted proportion of poverty 
deconcentration themes within a state LIHTC qualified allocation plan would change between 
2000 and 2010.  Quasi-experimental designs cannot be used to draw casual inferences and this is 
a limitation to the design.  Nevertheless, it provided a framework to describe the patterns or 
relationships between the variables (Nachmias & Nachmias, 2007).  
Null Hypotheses 
H01: There is no relationship between changes in MSA poverty concentration and 
changes in the proportional weight of poverty deconcentration themes within LIHTC 
QAPs between 2000 and 2010.       
Dependent Variable  
The dependent variable represents the change in the weighted proportion of poverty 
deconcentration goals within QAPs.  This research design is modeled after an approach used by 
Brody (2003) that examined the degree to which local plans changed over time relative to natural 
hazard mitigation.  Similar to Brody’s (2003) study, this research (a) codifies the priorities within 
government plans, (b) demonstrates the degree of change in priorities between two points in 
time, and (c) uses quantitative analysis to determine the correlations between a particular 
environmental condition and policy document priorities.  The dependent variable measured 
change between 2000 and 2010.  Those ranges included coding sequences for changes in poverty 
deconcentration priorities that either decreased (0), did not change (1), or increased (2).    
Predictor Variables  
The changes in MSA’s poverty concentration was determined using the Kneebone et al. 
(2011) poverty concentration research of the 2000 census and the 2005-2009 American 
Community Survey data.  Based upon the data set, if there were positive changes between 2000 
and 2005-2009, then this was an indication that the number of poor people residing in the 
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collection of census tracts contained within the MSA increased.  If there were negative changes 
between 2000 and 2005-2009, then this was an indication that the number of poor people 
residing in the collection of census tracts contained within the MSA decreased Kneebone et al, 
2011).     
Control Variables  
Controlling for variables that could affect poverty deconcentration priorities within QAPs 
provided insight into relationships between poverty concentration and deconcentration themes 
within LIHTC allocation plan design.  The control variables helped to determine the extent to 
which the relationship between the two major variables was influenced by secondary factors.  In 
this study, the control variables included (1) geographic region of the state (Northeast, South, 
Midwest, and West); (2) percentage urban population and (3) political ideology.  Location served 
as a control variable because regions of the country are sometimes faced with similar 
socioeconomic and housing challenges that may broadly influence housing policy approaches.  
The proportion of urbanization is important because while less populous states are very likely to 
face issues of poverty, they may not face significant challenges relative to poverty concentration.  
Finally, the political environment can influence ideology concerning housing ethics and land use 
in particular.  Per the literature review, the study presupposes that conservative states are more 
likely to support conservative land use approaches and are unlikely to use housing policy as a 
platform to promote poverty deconcentration.   
These variables are reflected in the relationship:    
(QAP2000|2010)ij =  *(PovConMSA|(2000)ij - PovConMSA|(2005-09)ij ) +  
*(POLI|2000,2010ij)  + *(UPOP/2000,2010ij) + *REGION + e   
Table 8 provides a description of the variables. 
  
 
82 
Table 8      
      
Variable Descriptions    
      
Variable  Description   
(QAP 2010|2000)ij Change in weighted percent of allocation plan poverty  
  deconcentration priorities between 2000 and 2010. 
      
PovConMSAij Change in percentage poverty concentration in MSA 
      
POLIij Presidential election voting patterns of a state in 2000, 2004 
and 2008.      
      
REGIONij Region within the United States. 
      
UPOPij  Urbanization of the state's population between 2000 and 
  2010 (less than 25%; between 26% and 50%; 
  between 51% to 75% , and greater than 75%.)* 
*The change in urbanization between 2000 and 2010 was marginally across the states within the 
study sample (between 0.1% and 5%). Since the changes were marginal (10-year time span), this 
variable categorically defines urbanization rather than characterizing UPOP as  
a change variable. Doing so allowed the researcher to determine whether a state was highly 
urbanized,  moderately urbanized or more rural.   There were no categorical changes in urbanization 
within the study period. 
     
 
Limitations: Threats to Reliability and Validity 
A criticism of content analysis is that it lacks a theoretical base from which to draw 
meaningful relationships and does not reveal the underlying motives for the observed pattern 
(Krippendorff, 2013).  However, evaluating the LIHTC design using PDT and PCT as organizing 
frameworks contributed understanding to the relationships among the instrument design, the 
priorities embedded within the design, and the impacts on low-income geographies.  
Determining how goals are operationalized along with how their hierarchy is defined illuminates 
priorities.  Therefore, analyzing the priorities and relationships can clarify what underlies the 
scoring patterns and also provide a foundation for inferential analysis.   
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There were also limitations to both validity and reliability.  First, the study’s external 
validity was limited in terms of its generalizability across the country.  While the proposed study 
sample was quite diverse, the fact remains that each state has unique factors that influenced its 
housing policy priorities.  In addition, because the results were time bound, the research could 
not be generalized across past or future situations (Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias, 2008).  
However, analyzing plans at two points in time highlighted trends.   
While analyzing secondary data using content analysis facilitates a systematic analysis in 
an unobtrusive manner, there are threats to internal validity.  Using the program’s internal 
scoring system to measure the associated level of priority assigned to specific categories is 
intended to contribute to internal validity.  Doing so also helped to control the bias in 
interpretation during the data-coding phase (Creswell, 2009).  However, using the internal 
scoring system had limitations.  Some states did not exclusively attach point scores to 
sociospatial criteria but instead structured these criteria as requirements.  In these cases, all 
proposals were required to include sociospatial themes to meet threshold requirements while the 
sociospatial themes with point systems were used to differentiate projects.  Although this is a 
limitation of the design, analyzing the point system was a consistent measure that could be 
evaluated across all QAPs.  In addition, even though the tiered system differed across some 
states, the point system was a consistent mechanism for finalizing proposal rankings and LIHTC 
awards.             
In order to address the criticism pertaining to content analyses reliability, this study used 
the point allocation systems embedded within the policy documents to analyze priorities.  The 
QAP is designed to stipulate priorities and requirements in a very specific manner to minimize 
ambiguity—a critical element of the design given the program’s goal of allocating a scarce and 
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highly competitive resource.  By classifying these priorities according to defined categories and 
capturing the points associated with each, the analysis sought to minimize threats to reliability.  
By virtue of this approach, the researcher was less likely to misinterpret the emphasis assigned to 
defined criteria.  In addition, the random sampling method was designed to secure a sample as 
representative as possible of the diversity of state allocation plans.   
Reliability can also be compromised if different researchers have conflicting 
interpretations of the plan classifications, causing inconsistency in results.  In order to mitigate 
this threat, the methodology designed to analyze the scoring systems was shared with LIHTC 
program experts to ascertain inter-rater reliability.  A sample of the plans was scored by a 
program expert to identify inconsistencies in classifications and determine how these approaches 
should be amended.  In order to measure the agreement between the raters, the percentage of 
cases where there was observed agreement was calculated.  Because the coding was executed 
solely by the researcher and this test of rater reliability was designed to identify inconsistencies 
to improve definitions and classification, expected agreement was not taken into account 
(Cohen’s Kappa was not calculated).  But rather, the proportion of the counts where agreement 
was observed relative to the total number of observations was calculated.  A value greater than or 
equal to 0.70 is generally considered acceptable and confirms substantial agreement (Landis & 
Koch, 1977).  This test resulted in a Kappa of 0.73, therefore the researcher’s coding is 
substantially reliable.
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CHAPTER 4.  RESEARCH FINDINGS 
 
Introduction 
The purpose of this mixed methods study was to explore poverty deconcentration’s 
prioritization within state low-income housing policy design by analyzing LIHTC qualified 
allocation plans, specifically, how these documents represent and prioritize poverty 
deconcentration.  This study provided insight into the following research questions:  
1. How have states characterized sociospatial themes in their low-income housing tax credit 
qualified allocation plans?   
2. Do these sociospatial themes emphasize poverty deconcentration?   
3. How have these priorities changed over time?   
4. Are there correlations between changes in poverty concentration and emphasis of poverty 
deconcentration within state low-income housing qualified allocation plan designs?  
This chapter reports the findings of the study.  The mixed-methods sequential explanatory design 
consisted of two distinct phases where the results of Phase 1 were used to inform Phase 2 
analysis.  The first phase used content analysis to explore how states characterized general 
sociospatial goals, poverty deconcentration sociospatial goals and whether the degree of 
emphasis on poverty deconcentration changed over time.  In Phase 2, Statistical SPSS® 
supported quantitative analysis where correlation and regression analyses were used for 
hypothesis testing.  The correlation analysis highlighted whether or not there were significant
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relationships between multiple variables, specifically the change in poverty concentration and the 
change in poverty deconcentration emphasis in QAPs.   
Summary of Findings 
This section summarizes the findings of the research.  When analyzing the results through 
the policy design framework, the most significant finding was that social constructs embedded 
into the QAP policy instrument design confines understanding of the LIHTC program to 
advantaged and contender social groups. Although dependent groups are the recipients of the 
benefits distributed by virtue of the program, they have little control over how those benefits are 
defined. The analysis of sociospatial themes found that these themes have evolved between 2000 
and 2010.  A notable difference in these themes between 2000 and 2010 was the inclusion of 
priorities related to the accessibility of transportation and the quality of services within targeted 
communities. In the analysis of poverty deconcentration themes the findings show that these 
themes represented approximately 28 and 26 percent of the overall sociospatial goals in 2000 and 
2010.  Therefore, there was a marginal change in the weight of these goals.  Finally, the findings 
revealed correlations between changes in MSA poverty concentration and poverty 
deconcentration priorities within QAPs.  In some cases, the direction and the degree of these 
changes were correlated with regional and political ideology.   
These findings are discussed in terms of the theoretical constructs described in Chapter 2.  
More specifically, in the Phase 1 discussion, the findings regarding the QAP policy design are 
explained in terms of the social construction of target groups embedded into these designs, the 
changes in sociospatial themes and the changes in poverty deconcentration themes.  In the Phase 
2 discussion, multivariate findings relative to the QAPs prioritization of poverty deconcentration 
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are explained in terms of the strength, direction and significance of these relationships with MSA 
poverty concentration trends.      
Phase 1: Content Analysis 
 Social Constructs within QAP Policy Design 
PDT presupposes that policy architecture illuminates the underlying logic and social 
constructs influencing policy design where policy instruments generally maintain and expand 
benefits to advantaged groups while alienating deviant groups.  As PDT states, the underlying 
logic of policy is influenced by values and has consequences.   Table 11 reflects how specific 
logic of the QAP design impact target groups. 
Language is the primary means by which knowledge is shared (Berger & Luckman, 
1991).  The policy language within QAPs is designed for interpretation among advantaged and 
contender target groups.  The plans frequently reference the Internal Revenue Code and industry 
terminology which confines understanding to these social groups.  This policy design also erects 
barriers to entry creating a disadvantage among entrants without specialized program knowledge.  
Advantaged groups receive the financial benefit of the low-income housing tax credit 
policy design—albeit indirectly.  As is common, advantaged groups are usually selected for 
beneficial policy and are rarely at the center of policy decisions that allocate costs (Schneider & 
Ingram, 1993).  As it relates to the tax credit program, advantaged groups have developed the 
technical acumen to interpret the LIHTC program design and the prowess to navigate between 
contender and dependent groups.  They also wield power and influence by maintaining 
connections with program designers—exercising this power to influence elements of the QAP 
that benefit their specific development agenda.  
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The primary contender group that influences the QAP design is capital investors.  These 
groups receive the tax credit to offset their federal tax liability in exchange for their capital 
contributions.  The public generally opposes beneficial policy approaches that are directed 
toward contenders because they are constructed as undeserving and privileged.  However, these 
groups tend to wield considerable political influence so benefits directed toward them tend to be 
hidden (Schneider & Ingram, 1993).  The underlying premise of the low-income housing tax 
credit is that products and services historically administered by the government can be more 
efficiently distributed through the private market.  Therefore, the policy is also intended to 
benefit these contender groups and incent their participation. 
The QAP primarily defines dependent target groups by income.  These constructs 
emphasize the degree of “neediness” among low-income populations.   More specifically, in 
order to be eligible for the program, projects must meet one of two low-income occupancy 
requirements per the Internal Revenue Code: 
The term ‘qualified low-income housing project’ means any project for residential rental 
property if the project meets the requirements of subparagraph (A) or (B) whichever is 
elected by the taxpayer:  
(A) 20-50 test. The project meets the requirements of this subparagraph if 20 percent or 
more of the residential units in such project are both rent-restricted and occupied by 
individuals whose income is 50 percent or less of area median gross income.  
(B) 40-60 test. The project meets the requirements of this subparagraph if 40 percent or 
more of the residential units in such project are both rent-restricted and occupied by 
individuals whose income is 60 percent or less of area median gross income 
(42IRC§g(1)(A)-(B)).    
 
While dependent groups are the recipients of the benefits distributed by virtue of the program, 
benefits are passed through advantaged groups where dependents have little control over how 
those benefits are defined.  The fragmented and marginal influence among these groups directly 
contributes to both their powerlessness in the process and the absence of their impact on policy 
design.      
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Table 9        
        
Policy Design Features by Target Group     
        
Policy Element   Target Groups   
  Advantaged Contender  Dependent  
Target group description Nonprofit developers and for Investors, syndicators, attorneys, Tenants: Elderly, women with 
  profit developers  accountants, bankers,  children, low-income families, 
  contract with state allocation contractors, architects. in a small percentage of cases, 
  agencies.    ex-offenders. 
        
Goal  To encourage developers to    To incent private sector capital To increase the supply of  
  create low-income housing. To support subsidized housing housing available for low to 
    creation and preservation. moderate-income renters. 
      
        
        
Benefits  Provides equity to housing Provides a tax credit to reduce Increases the supply of rent 
  development projects. federal tax liability. restricted housing options. 
  Minimizes reliance on Bolstered the creation and  Generally, properties are 
  traditional federal subsidies, sustainability of an entire monitored so quality less like to 
  which have been declining. industry of professionals. be compromised. 
  States given discretion in    
  defining priorities.     
        
Burdens  Complex program design. Complex program design. Very restrictive income 
  High barrier to entry.   requirements means that those 
      at the margins are excluded. 
      Historically, properties are not 
      located in diverse regions of a 
      MSA, therefore limiting 
      geographically diverse options. 
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Table 9 – continued       
        
Policy Element   Target Groups   
  Advantaged Contender  Dependent  
Enforcement structure/ State housing finance agency State housing finance agency LIHTC owners monitor tenant 
Agenda  and private sector interests. responsible for awarding credits compliance and oversee 
    and monitoring owner/developer. operations. 
        
Rules  IRC Tax Code and state QAPs IRC Tax Code and state QAPs IRC Tax Code and state QAPs 
  define the rules for delivering define the rules for delivering define the rules for delivering 
  benefits and burdens. benefits and burdens. benefits and burdens. 
      Fair housing laws governing 
      tenants and landlord rights. 
        
Tools  Equity: Offsets development Federal tax credit. Income defined housing 
  costs and minimizes the debt  subsidies.  
  burden carried by the project.    
        
Rationale  Takes some of the onus off the federal government relative to low-income housing production by 
  bringing in private sector capital, expertise, and oversight.  
        
Assumptions Assumes that some products and services historically provided by the government could be more 
  efficiently distributed through the private market.  
  Also assumes that the government housing programs have been unsuccessful because they have 
  encouraged dependency rather than self-sufficiency.  
  Also based upon the premise that providing choice results in a more competitive environment and 
  improved product.       
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According to Virginia’s (2010) QAP, “the IRC requires that the qualified allocation plan be 
subject to public approval” (Excerpt 17950-18101).  However, social constructs influence the 
voices that are most valued and the degree of influence these voices exert over the public 
approval process.  Advantaged groups are the most visible policy beneficiaries while contender 
groups wield a significant degree of influence but those benefits are not publically recognized.  
Dependent groups are viewed as incapable, lacking the capability to solve their problems, 
therefore advantaged groups are designated to represent their interests.  However, PDT stresses 
the importance of democratic values within policy where policies are consciously designed to 
empower, enlighten, and engage citizens (Ingram & Rathberg, 1993).   
Findings Concerning Sociospatial Criteria  
   Using the coding plan, the presence of sociospatial themes was assessed to determine how 
they were classified, the diversity of these goals and how they have changed over the study 
period.  These themes address the bundle of characteristics within an existing physical 
environment relative to the tenant characteristics and needs, and are designed to improve the 
physical environments of marginalized neighborhoods.  This section of the findings unpacks how 
these themes were defined and categorized and answers research question, “how are sociospatial 
themes characterized and are there changes over time?’  These themes are analyzed by 
comparing findings from the research sample of 32 QAPs from 2000 with 31 QAPs from 2010.  
This section highlights results concerning (i) QCT criteria specifically and (ii) the classification 
of other identified sociospatial criteria.  
Qualified census tract criteria.  Qualified census tracts are census tracts with greater than 
or equal to 50 percent of households below 60 percent of the area median income, or which have 
a poverty rate of at least 25 percent (42IRC§d(5)(B)(ii)(I)).  The findings show that emphasis on 
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locating developments within a QCT declined over the study period.  In 2000, 35 percent of 
QAPs in the sample provided scoring incentives to proposed developments located in a QCT.  
Figure 10 shows how the scoring incentives relative to placement patterns in QCTs changed 
from 2000 to 2010.   
Encouraging locational patterns within low-income areas was constructed as a means of 
promoting development within depressed markets (Rothenberg, J. et. al, 1991).  The policy 
language in 2000 QAPs suggested that placement approaches in high poverty areas would create 
beneficial community benefits.  Discounted in this policy approach was the tendency of ‘the 
market’ to travel the path of least resistance in order to maximize benefits for positively 
constructed groups (Rothenberg, J. et. al, 1991; Schneider and Ingram, 1997).  The resulting 
impact on dependent and deviant groups is that their existing condition is either maintained or 
exacerbated; unless the policy is designed to induce behavior that will benefit marginalized 
populations (Sidney, 2003).  In the case of the QAP, encouraging LIHTC placement within a 
QCT contributed to an unequal distribution of benefits and costs in the socio-spatial location of 
LIHTC units (Wilson, 1987; McClure, 2000; Jackson, 2007).   
In 2001 federal directives governing the administration of the program changed and 
subsequently discouraged states from incenting location in high poverty census tracts unless the 
proposed housing was part of a comprehensive development strategy (Abt Associates Inc., 
2006).  The policy shift suggests that policy makers recognized that isolated approaches to the 
locational patterns of low-income housing would not necessarily produce beneficial outcomes 
for low-income households in poverty-concentrated communities.  But instead, housing 
placement in high poverty communities was more likely to contribute to beneficial outcomes if 
and when these developments and their characteristics were evaluated within the context of 
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comprehensive community needs (Abt Associates Inc., 2006).  The federal directive specifically 
stated incentives for locating in poverty concentrated communities should be awarded when 
developments are “located in a revitalization area and. . .an integral part of the local 
government’s plan for revitalization of the area” (42IRC§m(1)(B)(ii)(III)).  The findings show 
that the percentage of states in the sample that used scoring to encourage location in QCTs 
declined from 35 percent to 25 percent in 2010.   
The findings show that states which modified the QCT criteria stipulated that 
development within these census tracts would only be rewarded if the sociospatial approach 
aligned with the amended federal directive.   The results suggest that this shift encouraged more 
coordination between the local and state institutions—linking the location of units in high 
poverty neighborhoods with local community revitalization strategies.  The findings further show 
that the occurrence of this integrated approach relative to LIHTC placement within a QCT 
increased from 13 percent in 2000 to 44 percent in 2010.   
 
Figure 9. Percent of QAPs with qualified census tracts and QCT revitalization scoring criteria 
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Sociospatial criteria.  Sociospatial criteria are designed to consider how the physical 
environment impacts the quality of life for residents within a community.  The findings show 
that those criteria included consideration of the (a) existing land uses; (b) the necessity of 
geographically targeted investment; (c) the existence of a local plan addressing land use and 
design of the physical environment and; (d) proximity to services and transportation.   
The findings show that sociospatial criteria were represented in a variety of ways but the 
general themes (as listed above) were consistent across states.  In addition, the criteria are not 
fixed across the study period.  “Policy designs are dynamic…even though a specific statue may 
be fixed…policy is constantly evolving through the addition of new…guidelines and programs 
(Schneider and Ingram, 1997, p. 3).   
a. Surrounding land use 
Surrounding land uses is a theme that describes the areas around the proposed 
development by its degree of desirability or undesirability.  According to Georgia (2010) QAP, 
an undesirable site was one where the surrounding activities were unsuitable for the proposed 
tenant base.  More specifically, 
Undesirable activities are located within [close proximity] of the proposed site and are 
defined as, but not limited to: junk yards; liquor store; hazardous or chemical activities; 
sources of noise, odor, or other nuisance pollution; and locations identified by local law 
enforcement officials as gathering places for criminal activity (Excerpt 106469-107135).    
 
Poverty concentration is correlated with a host of socioeconomic handicaps and outcomes 
(Galster et. al, 2008).  One of which is a concentration of undesirable land uses within 
marginalized and racialized communities (Lincoln, 2012).  The themes within the findings show 
that these criteria are intended to counteract the social and economic isolation correlated with 
high risk and/or substandard land uses.  The results show that criteria addressing undesirable 
surrounding land uses were often included within the threshold criteria as a baseline of proposal 
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acceptability rather than as part of the scoring criteria.  That being said, this theme was not 
significantly reflected in the sample of QAPs.  In both 2000 and 2010, it was represented in less 
than 10 percent of the QAPs.       
b.  Geographic targeting  
The findings suggest that scoring criteria encouraged development within geographic 
areas that were not classified as high poverty census tracts.  For example, Arkansas’s 2000 and 
2010 plans awarded points to “developments located in. . .counties declared disaster areas [by 
FEMA] or located in…low-income counties designated in the…State Consolidated Plan” 
(Excerpt 56561-57410; Excerpt 9479-9748).  Tennessee’s (2000) QAP encouraged 
“developments in census tracts or in counties with the greatest rental housing need” (Excerpt 
34257-34370).  These criteria devolved decision making about priority areas to the local 
jurisdictions.  Devolving the definition of priorities allows (state) policy agents to “frame issues 
in such a way that they appeal to interest groups and allow (local) agencies to gain centrality” 
(Schneider and Ingram, 1997, p. 32).  Ohio’s (2001) QAP attached scoring priorities to census 
tracts “whose median incomes are below 80% [HUD definition of low, moderate-income] of the 
state’s 2000 non-metropolitan area median” (Excerpt 51169-52262) which attached geographic 
targeting to federal guidelines but broadened the sphere of placement opportunities.  Figure 11 
shows that in 2000, this theme was represented in 19 percent of the QAPs sampled.  However, by 
2010, this had declined to 3 percent.   
c. Community stabilization  
In 2000, 45 percent of the QAPs included scoring criteria that encouraged development in 
communities where the housing would support a community stabilization plan.  In South 
Carolina’s (2000) QAP, these stabilization areas were described as:  
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active community-designated targeted revitalization areas other than empowerment 
zones, enterprise communities and champion communities evidenced by an existing 
written community revitalization plan [and] adopted by city or county council and 
include a provision for the fostering of the development of affordable rental housing 
(Excerpt 37931-38709). 
 
These findings show that QAPs incentivized LIHTC development that contributed an 
existing neighborhood stabilization strategy.  Rhode Island’s (2000) QAP addressed this 
integrated approach stating that “stronger consideration will be given to projects representing the 
second or third phase of an ongoing housing development plan in conjunction with a 
neighborhood revitalization strategy” (Excerpt 43864-44215).  These priorities reflect an 
intention among the allocating agencies to support the evolving needs within communities that 
surface due changes in the macro environment.  Rhode Island enhanced its stabilization criteria 
in 2010 stating that “priority shall also be given to projects that address neighborhood blight 
caused by abandoned and foreclosed properties” (Excerpt 55534-56281).  Overall, the findings 
evidence a consistent focus on community stability with marginal shifts in these themes across 
QAPs—from 45 percent in 2000 to 38 percent in 2010.   
d. Transportation and services 
There was a dramatic increase in scoring incentives related to transportation and services.  
The percentage of plans with scoring criteria that rewarded proximity to public multimodal 
transit systems increased from 3 percent in 2000 to 31 percent in 2010.  Also highlighted was 
connectivity to transit, which in Connecticut’s (2010) QAP was defined as:  
development of residential, commercial and employment centers within walking distance 
of public transportation facilities, including rail and bus rapid transit services, that meet 
transit supportive standards for land uses, built environment densities and walkable 
environments, in order to facilitate and encourage the use of those services (Excerpt 
43587-44539). 
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Transportation’s link to economic opportunity is well documented by urban policy scholars 
(Pendall et. al, 2005).  Low-income, urban households rely on public transportation to a greater 
degree than suburban and rural households (Pendall et. al, 2005).  In addition, locational 
disconnects often exist between economic centers of employment and urban cores, making 
accessibility to these advancement opportunities prohibitive.  The increase in this theme over the 
decade may evidence a more integrated framework surrounding sociospatial priorities over the 
decade. 
  Similarly, the percentage of plans with scoring criteria that addressed the development’s 
proximity to services such as schools, grocery stores, parks and open space, libraries, banks, and 
medical services increased from 16 percent to 56 percent in 2010.  These criteria were designed 
to address the complex intersection of physical, social, and economic needs among low-income 
households.  This expanded emphasis on the connection between housing, services, 
transportation, and jobs is characterized by the: 
Availability of and access to appropriate public services, including: public transportation; 
public safety (police/fire department); schools; day care/after school programs; library; 
community center. The area and population to be served will be considered in the 
evaluation of the site…”Availability of and access to appropriate community services, 
including: shopping (gas, grocery, banking, pharmacy, etc.); restaurants; parks; 
recreational facilities; hospital; health care facilities (QAP Excerpt, Ohio, 2009).  
 
The increase in the presence of scoring criteria related to transportation and services was 
a notable shift.  The occurrence of transportation themes increased tenfold over the start of the 
decade.  The frequency of themes that addressed proximity to services and other amenities 
increase over three times when comparing the frequency in 2000 with 2010.   
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Figure 10. Percentage of QAPs with sociospatial scoring themes in 2000 and 2010.
 
 
 Findings Concerning Poverty Deconcentration Scoring Criteria 
Poverty deconcentration is a deliberate action designed to locate households in 
neighborhoods that include a mix of incomes (deSouza Briggs, 2005).  As described in Chapter 
2, PCT presupposes that integrating low-income households into neighborhoods with higher 
income households leads to beneficial outcomes for low-income groups.  This section first 
describes how deconcentration strategies are classified in the QAPs.   From there, the 
classifications are analyzed relative to regional distribution and political ideology.  Finally, the 
research question, ‘are these priorities emphasized and how has this changed over time?’ is 
addressed using descriptive statistical analysis.     
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Representation of Poverty Deconcentration Scoring Criteria. The findings show that 
deconcentration strategies within QAPs can be summarized by their association with (a) census 
tract characteristics; (b) housing tenure and infrastructure; (c) presence of existing subsidized 
housing; and (d) economic integration within the development.  Figure 12 shows how these 
criteria changed between 2000 and 2010.   
Figure 11. Percentage of QAPs with poverty deconcentration themes in 2000 and 2010. 
 
 
a. Low poverty census tract targeting  
The percentage of QAPs in the sample with scoring themes that encouraged location in 
low poverty census tracts increased from 10 percent to 22 percent in 2010.  These findings point 
to an increasing emphasis on low-income housing dispersion across higher income communities.  
Socioeconomic segmentation creates barriers to entry for low-income households—making 
movement across submarkets challenging unless there are tools designed to circumvent these 
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barriers (deSouza Briggs, 2003).  In this case, policy design serves as that incentive.  In the 
Virginia’s (2010) QAP, this criteria was stated as “any proposed development located in a census 
tract that has less than a 10% poverty rate [based upon Census Bureau data]” (Excerpt 45418-
45604). Texas’s (2010) QAP criteria connected poverty deconcentration criteria to opportunity 
stating:  
The proposed Development will expand affordable housing opportunities for low-income 
families with children outside of poverty areas. This must be demonstrated by showing 
that the Development will serve families with children [at least 70% of the Units must 
have an eligible bedroom mix of two bedrooms or more] and that the census tract in 
which the Development is proposed to be located has no greater than 10% poverty 
population according to the most recent census data (Excerpt 250668-254201). 
 
Within this except, Texas links this theme with beneficial outcomes for families and 
children.  Implied in this policy criterion is the link between education and neighborhood 
environment.  Urban policy research describes educational outcomes in high poverty 
neighborhoods by high attrition, substandard academic achievement and insufficient 
preparedness (Fellowes, 2006).  Creating housing opportunities for households with children 
outside of low-income communities has been found to produce beneficial educational outcomes 
among children (Goetz, 2000).   
b.  Housing tenure and neighborhood infrastructure 
The predominant housing tenure (rental or homeownership) of a community impacts the 
bundle of services within these communities (Rotheburg et. al, 1991).  These services are 
impacted by the social construction assigned to tenure models.  For instance, rental communities 
are defined by their transiency, lack of cohesiveness and social disconnection.  In direct contrast, 
owner occupied communities are defined by their stability, integration and cohesiveness 
(Rothenburg et. al, 1991).  The QAP themes related to housing tenure encouraged placement in 
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owner occupied neighborhoods.  The findings show that the percentage of QAPs with scoring 
themes that encouraged LIHTC development location in communities with a high percentage of 
owner-occupied, single-family detached homes were not as significant but increased from 3 
percent to 6 percent.  
c.  Existing inventory of subsidized units 
This criteria was designed to minimize the concentration of LIHTC units and other forms 
of subsidized housing.  Oakley’s (2008) sociospatial analysis of LIHTC placement patterns 
found that the greatest predictor of LIHTC units was the presence of existing subsidized units.  
The QAPs encouraged subsidized housing distribution using two mechanisms of evaluation.  The 
presence of subsidized units was assessed by evaluating (a) the existing number of developments 
and units relative to a prescribe capacity for additional units, or (b) the occurrence of LIHTC 
allocation awards within a specific historical timeframe in a defined geography.  However, the 
findings show that the presence of this theme within the QAPs sampled declined from 23 percent 
in 2000 to 9 percent in 2010.   
d. Integrating a mix of income types    
The most prominent poverty deconcentration scoring criteria encouraged mixed-income 
housing
15
.  Mixed income housing integrates units that do not serve low-income households into 
a LIHTC housing development.  This scoring criteria targeted projects with both low-income and 
market-rate “units when such a project supports local priorities and the market units enhance 
financial feasibility” (QAP Excerpt 60151-60255, Oregon, 2000).  While the percentage of 
                                                          
15 Low-income units are defined as units that serve households with incomes at or below 60 percent of that 
particular area’s median income.    
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QAPs that included this criterion declined from 42 percent to 28 percent, the findings show that 
this theme appeared more than any other deconcentration criteria in 2000 and 2010 QAPs.   
Regional distribution of poverty deconcentration priorities. When cross tabulating the 
findings by geographic region, insight into the diversity of regional priorities is illuminated.  Of 
the plans that included poverty deconcentration themes, Table 7 shows the regional distribution 
of each theme.  In both 2000 and 2010, approximately 30 percent of the plans that encouraged 
economic integration and that discouraged placement in neighborhoods with a saturation of 
subsidized units were southern states.  On average, 70 percent of the plans from 2000 and 2010 
that encouraged location in stable, low-poverty communities were in the South.  Of all the 
regions, the South was one of the most consistent in its emphasis of poverty deconcentration 
approaches over the study period.   
In direct contrast, western states centralized their deconcentration priorities.  In 2000, 
about 15 percent of the states that included economic integration criteria were western states.  
However, there were no other poverty deconcentration criteria identified in plans from western 
states within this study year.  By 2010, there was a shift to themes that encouraged placement in 
areas with a small number of subsidized units.  Thirty-three percent of states that included this 
theme were in the West.   
In 2000, Midwest states incorporated multiple approaches to poverty deconcentration in 
the plan designs.  By 2010, there was a decrease in the range of poverty deconcentration themes 
and a decrease in the number of QAPs that included poverty deconcentration criteria.  
Northeastern states were the most diverse and consistent in their poverty deconcentration scoring 
criteria.  In addition, the Northeast was the only region that incorporated themes that encouraged 
placement patterns in owner occupied communities.  
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Table 10          
          
Relative Distribution of Deconcentration Themes  
By Region 
    
          
    Region      
Poverty deconcentration       
scoring criteria Year South (%) West (%) Midwest (%) Northeast (%) Total   
Economic integration 2000 30.8 (4) 15.4 (2) 38.5 (5) 15.4 (2) 100 (13)   
  2010 33.3 (3) 0.0 (0) 33.3 (3) 33.3 (3) 100 (9)   
          
Low subsidized 2000 28.6 (2) 0.00 (0) 14.3 (1) 57.1 (4) 100 (7)   
  2010 33.3 (1) 33.3 (1) 0.00 (0) 33.3 (1) 100 (3)   
          
Owner occupied 2000 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 100.0 (1) 100 (1)   
  2010 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 100.0 (2) 100 (2)   
          
Stable community 2000 66.7 (2) 0.0 (0) 33.3 (1) 0.00 (0) 100 (3)   
  2010 71.4 (5) 0.0 (0) 0.00 (0) 28.6 (2) 100 (7)   
 
Political Ideology’s intersection with poverty deconcentration priorities. The cross 
tabulation of poverty deconcentration scoring criteria by political ideology depicted in Table 8 
shows marked differences in scoring patterns.  Of the plans that included poverty 
deconcentration themes, Table 8 shows the distribution of each theme by political ideology.  The 
findings show that those states that included owner-occupied themes were more likely to be 
classified as liberal than conservative. However, those states that incented location in low-
poverty communities were more likely to be classified as conservative rather than liberal.    
There was also a shift toward themes that discouraged a concentration of subsidized units within 
a neighborhood.  In 2000, those states that encouraged this approach were moderately likely to 
be conservative but by 2010 this approach was most likely to be incorporated into QAPs from 
conservative states.  Priorities within swing states were most closely aligned with patterns of 
conservative states.  
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Table 11       
       
Relative Distribution of Deconcentration Themes by Political Ideology    
       
       
Poverty deconcentration Political ideology   
scoring criteria Year Conservative Swing Liberal Total 
Economic integration 2000 38.5 (5) 30.8 (4) 30.8 (4) 100 (13) 
  2010 33.3 (3) 11.1 (1) 55.6 (5) 100 (9) 
       
Low subsidized 2000 28.6 (2) 14.3 (1) 57.1 (4) 100 (7) 
  2010 66.7 (2) 33.3 (1) 0.00 (0) 100 (3) 
       
Owner occupied 2000 0.0 (0) 0.00 (0) 100.0 (1) 100 (1) 
  2010 0.0 (0) 50.0 (0) 50.00 (1) 100 (2) 
       
Stable community 2000 66.7 (2) 33.3 (1) 0.00 (0) 100 (3) 
  2010 42.9 (3) 42.9 (3) 14.3 (1) 100 (7) 
 
When analyzing the proportional distribution of 2010 criteria by changes in poverty 
between 2000 and 2010, QAPs from states that experienced 2.1 percent to 4 percent growth in 
the poverty rate were most inclined to include the array of poverty deconcentration criteria—
accounting for 65 percent of the sample.  These moderate poverty growth states accounted for 50 
percent or more of the occurrence of poverty deconcentration themes within QAPs.  The findings 
also show that economic integration (28 percent) and location in low-poverty communities (38 
percent) were the themes most likely to be included into the QAPs of high poverty states. 
Findings Concerning QAP Emphasis of Poverty Deconcentration between 2000 and 2010  
The findings show that poverty deconcentration themes made up approximately 25 
percent of the sociospatial scoring criteria in both 2000 and 2010.  Generally, these findings 
show that there was not a significant shift between 2000 and 2010 in how poverty 
deconcentration themes were weighted collectively in proportion to other sociospatial themes.  
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Figures 12 and 13 illustrate the proportional percentage of poverty deconcentration themes 
relative to their frequency of occurrence within QAPs.  Figure 12 shows that in 2000, 14 of the 
QAPs allocated 10% or less of their sociospatial scoring toward poverty deconcentration themes 
while 3 state QAPs allocated all of its sociospatial scoring to poverty deconcentration themes.  
Thirteen QAPs allocated between 40 percent and 60 percent of the sociospatial scoring to 
poverty deconcentration themes.    
 
Figure 12. Histogram demonstrating the percentage of sociospatial criteria allocated to poverty 
deconcentration themes relative to frequency in 2000 
 
 
In 2010, the findings show some variation in the allocation percentages when compared 
to 2000.  Similar to 2000, most of the QAPs allocated 10 percent or less of its sociospatial 
scoring toward poverty deconcentration themes.  One QAP directed all of its sociospatial scoring 
toward deconcentration themes.  There were 12 QAPs that allocated between 40 to 60 percent of 
its sociospatial scoring toward poverty deconcentration.   
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Figure 13. Histogram demonstrating the percentage of sociospatial criteria allocated to poverty 
deconcentration themes relative to frequency in 2010  
 
In 2000, the mean percentage allocated to poverty deconcentration themes was 28 percent 
and in 2010 the mean was 25 percent.  The standard deviations from 2000 and 2010 were similar 
for each study year at 31 percent and 27 percent respectively.  These standard deviations 
evidence the broad distribution of poverty deconcentration weighted percentages relative to their 
frequency of occurrence during each study year.  These findings also show that the distributions 
in 2000 were highly skewed while the distributions in 2010 were moderately skewed (Frankfort-
Nachmias & Nachmias, 2008).  The kurtosis outcomes reveal that while the probability for 
extreme values is less than that for a normal distribution, the values are more widely spread 
around the mean than a normal distribution (Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias, 2008).  While 
these results confirm that the data is not normally distributed, it does provide insight into the 
trends associated with the frequency of occurrence relative to varying proportional percentages 
of poverty deconcentration themes within QAPs.     
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Summary of Phase 1 
Phase 1 described the design of QAPs in terms of the social constructs embedded into 
these documents.  There were two notable findings from the analysis of sociospatial themes.  
One of the most notable differences between the 2000 and 2010 sociospatial themes was the shift 
from scoring that encouraged placement in a QCT toward scoring that encouraged placement in a 
QCT within the context of revitalization.  Another notable difference was the inclusion of 
priorities related to the accessibility of transportation and services within targeted communities.   
As it relates to poverty deconcentration themes, there was a notable increase in the number of 
states that encouraged location in low-poverty communities.  In addition, mixed-income scoring 
criteria were the most prominent poverty deconcentration scoring theme.  Also discussed were 
the quantitative shifts in how poverty deconcentration themes were weighted collectively in 
proportion to other sociospatial themes from 2000 to 2010.  The findings from this phase 
illuminated the qualitative and quantitative changes in both sociospatial themes and poverty 
deconcentration themes between 2000 and 2010.   
Phase 2: Quantitative Regression Analysis 
Organizing Framework 
Phase 1 of this study analyzed trends related to the specific poverty deconcentration 
priorities and descriptive characteristics of the corresponding states within the study sample.  
Phase 2 builds upon these results.  This phase narrows the lens and focuses on changes in 
poverty concentration within MSAs and analyzes the dependent variable (QAP) relative to 
independent and control variables.       
Phase 2 focuses on the weighted percentage associated with poverty deconcentration 
priorities.  A weighted ratio of poverty deconcentration priorities relative to sociospatial 
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priorities in 2000 is compared to a weighted ratio of poverty deconcentration priorities relative to 
sociospatial priorities in 2010 to determine whether the weighted ratio of poverty 
deconcentration decreased (0), did not change (1) or increased (2) over the study period.     
Primary Hypothesis 
H01: There is no relationship between changes in MSA poverty concentration and 
changes in QAP weighted emphasis of poverty deconcentration within low-income 
housing QAP designs.   
Quantitative Analysis   
Chi-square statistics were used to assess the relationship between changes in MSA 
poverty concentration and changes in QAP emphasis of poverty deconcentration.  Also 
investigated was the relationship between QAP emphasis of poverty deconcentration and region 
and political ideology.   The statistic was calculated using SPSS® in order to determine the 
significance of the relationship between the variables.  Finally, multinomial logistic regression 
models were developed to determine the probability that, given a change in MSA poverty 
concentration, emphasis of poverty deconcentration goals would change over the study period 
within state LIHTC qualified allocation plans. 
Chi-square Modeling: A cross-tabulation analysis was performed in SPSS to analyze 
the observed versus expected outcomes of QAP changes in poverty deconcentration relative to 
MSA poverty concentration, region, ideology and urbanization
16
.  These cross-tabulation tables 
are included in Appendix E.  In addition, the chi-square statistics were calculated to determine 
the association between the independent, the dependent and control variables.  This analysis 
served as an initial test of the significance of the relationship between the study variables.  Since 
chi-square does not predict the degree and direction of a relationship, multinomial regression 
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 The definitions of these variables are included in Table 8.     
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analysis was performed to analyze the predictive relationship between the independent and 
dependent variables.   
Baseline Poverty Concentration: To determine whether the change in QAP PD emphasis 
was correlated with the change in MSA poverty concentration, the study was designed to analyze 
the trends over time in MSA poverty concentration for 2000 and 2009.  In addition, the baseline 
poverty rates in 2000 were examined to minimize the potential for this variable to intervene 
between the independent and dependent variable.  The average baseline poverty rate across all 
MSAs in the sample was 7.89 percent.   In order to determine whether the baseline poverty rates 
in 2000 were correlated with changes in the QAP emphasis of poverty deconcentration, a chi-
square analysis was performed.   Given both the average and the range of baseline poverty rates 
within the sample, poverty levels in 2000 were classified as low (less than 5 percent), medium 
(between 5.01 and 15 percent), and high (greater than 15 percent).  In all cases, statistically 
significant relationships were not identified.  More specifically, the expected outcomes were not 
significantly different from the actual outcomes when analyzing QAP and low baseline poverty 
rates (chi-square = 2.661, df = 2, p < 0.264), QAP and medium baseline poverty rates (chi-square 
= 0.899, df = 2, p < 0.638), and QAP and high baseline poverty rates (chi-square = 2.384, df = 2, 
p < 0.304).  Therefore, the changes in the QAP emphasis of poverty concentration were not 
likely influenced by the levels of poverty at the beginning of the study period and baseline 
poverty was not classified as an intervening variable.   
Ideological and Poverty Concentration:  To classify the relationships between political 
ideology and poverty, a cross-tabulation was performed between political ideology and 2000 
poverty concentration rates.  The intent was to determine whether there were poverty 
concentration patterns visible at the start of the study period which may have been correlated 
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with ideology.  In this analysis, there were two baseline poverty outcomes—poverty 
concentration rates less than or equal to 10 percent and rates greater than 10 percent. First, the 
frequency of occurrence relative to these outcomes was assessed showing that in 25 percent of 
the cases, poverty concentration rates were greater than 10 percent in 2000.  Therefore, in an 
overwhelming majority of the cases, poverty concentration rates were less than or equal to 10 
percent.  Table 12. shows baseline poverty concentration by political ideology.   
Table 12.  2000 Poverty Concentration by Political Ideology 
              
        Ideology   Total 
Baseline Poverty 
 
Republican Democrat Swing 
 
 
Greater than 
10% Actual 4 7 5 16 
  
Expected    3.6 6.3 6.1 16 
 
Less than 10%  Actual 10 18 19 47 
  
Expected 10.4 18.7 17.9 47 
       Total     14 25 24 63 
1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.56. 
 chi-square=0.428, df=2, p<0.807 
      
These findings revealed that there was not a statistically significant relationship between 
these variables (chi-square = 5.687, df = 4, p < 0.224).  The findings show that a state with 
specific political ideological is not more likely than any other to have specific levels of poverty 
concentration.  The descriptive analysis from Phase I supports these findings.  Poverty 
concentration is identifiable within a cross section of urbanized states.  While political ideology 
may be correlated with how these states respond to this complex condition, the cross tabulation 
suggests that political ideology is not likely correlated with the degree of poverty concentration.    
Region and Poverty Concentration:  There was no statistically significant relationship 
between changes in MSA percent poverty concentration and region with the exception of the 
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Midwest.  In the Midwest, there was a relationship between the variables (chi-square = 13.279, 
df = 2, p < 0.001).  According to the literature, this can be partially attributed to 
deindustrialization and its subsequent impacts on the economic decline within this region.  That 
economic decline has been correlated with rising unemployment, stagnant wages and increasing 
poverty rates (Friedhoff et al., 2013).  Therefore, the relationship between these variables may be 
correlated with these acute environmental conditions in the Midwest over the decade.   
In addition, when examining the baseline poverty concentration rates relative to region, 
there were statistically significant findings when comparing the Midwest to other regions of the 
country.  This cross-tabulation produced significant findings where (chi-square = 4.152, df = 1, p 
< 0.042).  However, there were not a relationships identified between 2000 poverty concentration 
and the other regions of the country.    
Examining the Relationship Between the Study Variable: The initial chi-square test 
assessed the relationship between the QAP emphasis of poverty deconcentration and changes in 
MSA poverty deconcentration trends.  There was strong evidence of a relationship between these 
variables (chi-square = 17.978, df = 4, p < 0.001).  These results mean that the null hypothesis 
can be rejected since there is a statistically significant difference between the expected outcomes 
and observed outcomes.  In addition to assessing the relationship between the primary study 
variables, the chi-square test was performed to examine the relationship between changes in 
QAP poverty deconcentration priorities, political ideology, urbanization and region.  There was 
evidence of a relationship between QAP poverty deconcentration priorities and political ideology 
when analyzing Democratic voting states relative to states with other ideological leanings (chi-
square = 9.814, df = 2, p < 0.01).  In addition, there was a relationship between QAP poverty 
deconcentration changes and region, particularly when examining QAP poverty deconcentration 
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changes in the South relative to other regions (chi-square = 14.498, df = 2, p < 0.001) and in the 
Midwest relative to other regions (chi-square = 22.425, df = 2, p < 0.001).  When examining 
QAP poverty deconcentration changes in Western states relative to other regions, the chi-square 
assumptions were violated.
17
  There was also no statistically significant difference between 
expected and actual outcomes for the Northeast.  In addition, there was no evidence to support a 
relationship between QAP poverty deconcentration priorities and urbanization (chi-square = 
5.687, df = 4, p < 0.224).  The chi-square outcomes informed the design and redesign of the 
multinomial regression model.  Political ideology and region were initially designed as control 
variables.  However, the regression model was run with these variables as both control and 
predictor variables. 
Multinomial Logistic Regression Model:  The sequential logistics regression analysis 
was performed using SPSS® to assess the prediction of membership in one of the three 
categories of outcome (decrease in poverty deconcentration emphasis in QAP, no change, 
increase in poverty deconcentration emphasis in QAP).  This assessment was performed on the 
basis of one predictor, then after the addition of geographic and ideological predictor variables.  
The ideological predictor variable classified voting behavior (Republican, Democrat, Swing).  
Geographic predictors were urbanization (less than 50 percent, between 50.1 percent and 75 
percent, greater than 75 percent) and region (Northeast, South, Midwest, West).  However, 
singularities in the regional Hessian matrix indicated that there was a category of these variables 
for which one of the predictors was constant.  In response to these singularities, levels of 
predictor variables should be combined if possible or excluded to simplify the model.  The 
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 If there are very low observed frequencies within too many cells of the correlation table, then the expected 
frequencies may be too low for the chi-square statistic to be calculated.  If this occurs, the data should be rearranged.  
In this particular case, the chi-square assumptions were violated because 20 percent or more of the cells had an 
expected count that was less than five which was too low to support the analysis.           
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geographic predictors were subsequently removed from the final model.  Data from 62 outcomes 
were available for analysis: 21 decrease, 24 no change, 17 increase. 
Modeling:   
The regression analysis included three models: Model A looked at the relationship 
between the changes in QAP deconcentration scoring priorities and changes in MSA poverty 
concentration, and Model B introduces political ideology, region, and urbanization as controls.  
The final model tested the predictive behavior of political ideology by including this as 
independent variables in the equation.  Table 12 depicts the multinomial regression analysis.   
The null hypothesis for Model A (H0A): There is no relationship between changes in the 
QAP weighted ratio of poverty deconcentration priorities and changes in MSA poverty 
concentration.   
The chi-value (17.832) for Model A indicates a modest but reasonable fit.  When the model is 
not designed to control for other contributing factors, the findings show that changes in MSA 
poverty concentration are associated with changes in QAP poverty deconcentration scoring 
priorities.  More specifically, the results show that when examining changes in MSA percentage 
poverty concentration that were less than or equal to zero, QAPs were more likely to maintain 
the existing emphasis on poverty deconcentration priorities rather than decrease that emphasis.   
The Wald (9.148) value and the statistical significance (p = 0.001) is evidence that the predictor 
variable is statistically significant (p<0.05).  Therefore, the null hypothesis in this model can be 
rejected.    
The null hypothesis for Model B (H0B): There is no relationship between changes in QAP 
weighted ratio of poverty deconcentration priorities and MSA poverty concentration 
when controlling for urbanization, region and political ideology.   
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Model B incorporates the control variables—political ideology, region and urbanization. With a 
chi-value (62.048), the model fit improved when compared to Model A.  Unlike Model A, Model 
B shows that there is no statistically significant relationship between the independent variable, 
changes in MSA percentage poverty concentration and the dependent variable, changes in QAP 
poverty deconcentration scoring priorities.  However, there were cases where region and political 
ideology as control variables were statistically significant.     
There were singularities associated with the region variable indicating that an almost 
perfect relationship existed between specific groupings of the covariant (region) and predicted 
(changes in QAP poverty deconcentration priorities) variables.  In other words, because there 
was not a sufficient number of expected outcomes across specific outcomes, the relationship 
between the IV and DV could not be adequately examined and the expected outcomes 
assumption was violated.  As a result, when iterations of Model B were run controlling for 
region; the results showed that the relationship between the predictor and predicted variables 
decreased or disappeared.  The appropriate response to this outcome is to develop a model with 
fewer categories of the region variables or to combine some levels of the variable.  In this case, 
regions could not be combined.  Therefore, this variable was removed from the regression 
analysis (Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias, 2008).  However, the cross-tabulation analysis 
produced statistically significant outcomes between the DV and the Midwestern region 
(p<0.001) and the DV and the Southern region (p<0.001).  That being said, there were regression 
outcomes associated with this variable that produced notable findings.     
When analyzing decreases in QAP poverty deconcentration priorities relative to cases 
where these priorities did not change, there was an almost perfect relationship when comparing 
differences between the South and other regions.  More specifically, Southern states were less 
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likely to decrease QAP poverty deconcentration priorities.  When controlling for political 
ideology there were also notable findings.  The analysis showed that Democratic states were less 
likely than Republican states to increase their emphasis of poverty deconcentration priorities 
within the QAP.  Although these control variables seemed to produce significant findings, 
because regional variable assumptions were violated, the independent variable was not 
significant.  Therefore, the null hypothesis that there was no relationship between changes in 
QAP poverty deconcentration priorities and MSA poverty concentration when controlling for 
region, political ideology and urbanization could not be rejected (p < 0.05).      
The null hypothesis for Model C (H0C): There is no relationship between changes in QAP 
weighted ratio of poverty deconcentration priorities, changes in MSA poverty 
concentration and political ideology.     
Given the outcomes associated with Model B, Model C explored the predictive potential of both 
political ideology and poverty concentration.  The results from Model B suggest that the 
expected outcomes assumption for at least one of the region variables was violated therefore 
region was excluded from the design of Model C.  In addition, because urbanization was not a 
statistically significant control in either Model A or B, this variable was also excluded from this 
model.  The chi-value (31.996) for Model C indicates a relative strong fit when compared to 
Model A.  The results of this model mirrored Model A in that percent change in MSA poverty 
concentration continued to be a significant predictor of changes in QAP deconcentration scoring 
priorities.  More specifically, the results show that when examining changes in MSA percentage 
poverty concentration where these changes were less than or equal to zero, QAPs were more 
likely to maintain their existing emphasis on poverty deconcentration priorities rather decrease 
that emphasis.    
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Table 13           
           
Multinomial Regression Analysis         
           
  Model A  Model B  Model C  
Predictor Variable ß Wald 2 P ß Wald 2 P ß Wald 2 P 
Decreasing QAP poverty deconcentration  
 
     
scoring criteria.          
Poverty concentration (IV):           
Decrease or no change in poverty concentration  -2.773 9.148 **0.002 -1.509 1.719 0.190 -2.623 7.541 **0.006 
Up to 10 percent change in poverty concentration  0.511 0.345     0.557 -0.568 0.293  0.588 -0.577 0.400     0.527 
> 10 percent change in poverty concentration:(ref)        
           
Political ideology (IV):          
Swing       0.539 0.175 0.676 
Democrat       1.651 1.640 0.200 
Republican: (ref)          
           
Regional differentiator (control):         
Northeast    19.75 194.26 .000    
Midwest    21.90 160.69 .000    
West 
South: (ref)   
 
  18.98 - -    
Degree of state urbanization (control):         
Urbanization (percentage urbanized)    0.037 0.002 0.967    
           
Political ideology (control):          
Democrat  -21.42 108.40 .000    
Swing  
Republican: (ref) 
 -21.38 87.29 .000    
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Table 13 - 
continued 
 
 
 
 
 Model A   Model B   Model C  
Predictor Variable ß Wald 2 P ß Wald 2 P ß Wald 2 P 
Poverty concentration (IV):          
Decrease or no change in poverty concentration  -1.385 1.963 0.161 -0.517 0.139 0.710 -0.620 0.286 0.593 
Up to 10 percent change in poverty concentration 0.693 0.983 0.481 1.120 0.769 0.380 1.001 0.780 0.377 
> 10 percent change in poverty concentration:(ref) 
 
       
Political ideology (IV):          
Swing       2.556 4.196 **0.041 
Democrat       3.480 7.507 **0.006 
Republican: (ref)          
           
Regional differentiator (control):         
Northeast    1.532 0.876 0.349    
Midwest   -19.86 -   -    
West    -19.91 -     -    
South: (ref) 
 
         
Degree of state urbanization (control):          
Urbanization (percentage urbanized)    0.703 0.460    0.498    
           
Political ideology (control):          
Democrat    -4.985 5.430 **0.020    
Swing 
Republican: (ref) 
   -2.818 2.961     0.085    
 N  4   16   8  
 chi-value  17.82   62.048   31.996  
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.          
Dependent variable = change in QAP poverty deconcentration scoring criteria.   
Reference category = no change.          
Note. QAP = qualified allocation plan; LIHTC = low-income housing tax credit.    
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In order to assess the simultaneous effects of both MSA poverty concentration and 
political ideology, political ideology was introduced as an IV.  This model did produce 
statistically significant outcomes when political ideology was included as an independent 
variable.
18
  More specifically, Model C shows that when comparing Democratic and Swing 
states to Republican states, these states are more inclined than Republican states to increase the 
weight of QAP poverty deconcentration priorities.   These findings show that MSA poverty 
concentration changes and political ideology are predictors of changes in the QAP emphasis of 
poverty deconcentration.  As a result, the null hypothesis can be rejected because a statistically 
significant relationship exists between the predictor and predicted variables (p<0.05).   
Summary of Phase 2 
The findings from Phase 2 of the study suggested that there is a relationship between 
changes in the QAPs emphasis of poverty deconcentration themes and MSA poverty 
concentration trends.  In cases where MSA poverty concentration decreased or did not change, 
QAPs were not likely to decrease the weight assigned to deconcentration criteria in response to 
this shift.  Model B and Model C further refined these findings by introducing control variables 
and an additional independent variable.  The results of these subsequent models reveal that while 
changes in MSA poverty concentration have a statistically significant relationship with changes 
QAP poverty deconcentration priorities, this relationship is not significant across all groupings.   
The intent of introducing control variables was to isolate when the changes in QAP 
poverty deconcentration priorities could be explained by changes in MSA poverty concentration 
trends.  When controlling for both region and political ideology, the relationship between the IV 
                                                          
18
 The model was also run with political ideology as a control variable to test whether it was an intervening variable 
between the IV and DV.  The results of this submodel C showed that the statistical significant relationship between 
IV and DV was not impacted when controlling for political ideology.  The chi-square of submodel C was the same 
as model C (chi-square: 31.996).   
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and DV was not statistically significant.  Nevertheless, region and political ideology were 
statistically significant in certain cases.  More specifically, when analyzing political ideology, 
Democratic states were more inclined to modify their QAP poverty deconcentration priorities 
while Republican states were more inclined to maintain QAP poverty deconcentration priorities 
across the study period.  Although the multivariate analysis showed that the region variable 
violated expected outcome assumptions, controlling by region highlighted the differences 
between specific groupings—particularly between the South and Midwest to other regions.  
Given the outcomes of these models, the findings show that a relationship was established 
between the predictor and predicted variables, however the significance of those relationship is 
influenced by region and political ideology.   
  
 
120 
CHAPTER 5.  SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS 
 
Introduction 
As the introductory paragraph suggests, structural inequalities within the social and 
economic environment have significant impacts on the housing conditions of the poor.  
Sociospatial isolation is an outgrowth of historic patterns that located subsidized housing within 
low-income neighborhoods through a systematic concentration of poor and minority households.  
This design has been the organizing framework for much of housing policy at the federal, state, 
and local levels (Goetz, 2000).  The literature strongly suggests that these policy approaches 
have contributed to the “concentration effect,” creating a permanent underclass marred by a 
legacy of educational disparities, high joblessness, crime, and poor health outcomes (Wilson, 
1987).  The premise of this research was that incremental progress toward deconcentrating 
poverty and encouraging income integration can be achieved through policy design.  Therefore, 
the goal of this research was to explore the intersection of poverty concentration and the LIHTC 
QAP to highlight how state housing policy design can be used as a lever for change. 
The purpose of this chapter is to relate the findings of the study to the full dissertation.  
The study provided insight into the research questions:  
1. How have states characterized sociospatial themes in their low-income housing tax 
credit qualified allocation plans?   
2. Do these sociospatial themes address poverty deconcentration?   
3. How have these priorities changed over time? 
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4. Are there correlations between changes in poverty concentration and emphasis of 
poverty deconcentration within state low-income housing qualified allocation plan 
designs?  
These questions were answered using a mixed-method sequential design to collect and 
analyze data.  The methods included content analysis of LIHTC QAP documents and 
quantitative analysis that synthesized secondary data with the findings from the content analysis.   
Concluding Summary 
Summary of the Significant Findings  
Included below is a summary of the primary findings pertaining to the research questions 
addressed in the study.   
1.  How have states characterized sociospatial themes in their low-income housing tax 
credit qualified allocation plans?  How have these priorities changed over time? 
The descriptive analysis highlighted the range of sociospatial priorities that are included 
in QAPs and how these have changed over time.  Generally, these sociospatial themes define the 
criteria for LIHTC placement patterns.  These themes are tailored to address specific priorities 
within a community and to encourage coordination with local planning and neighborhood 
sustainability strategies.  There were two notable findings from the analysis of these themes.   
One of the most significant findings was that the emphasis on locating developments 
within a QCT declined over the study period.  In 2000, 35 percent of QAPs in the sample 
provided scoring incentives to proposed developments located in a QCT but by 2010 that had 
declined to 25 percent.  In addition, states which modified the QCT criteria stipulated that 
development within these census tracts would only be rewarded if the project plan was aligned 
with a community revitalization plan at the jurisdictional level.   The results suggest that this 
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shift encouraged more coordination between the local and state agencies—linking the location of 
units in high poverty neighborhoods with local community revitalization strategies.  The findings 
further show that there was an increased occurrence of this integrated approach between 2000 
and 2010.  QCT placement within the context of a community revitalization strategy was 
incorporated within 13 percent of the 2000 QAPs in the sample but by 2010, this had increased 
to 44 percent.     
Another significant finding from the sociospatial analysis was the increased emphasis on 
transportation and other critical neighborhood services within the scoring criteria.  The 
percentage of plans with scoring criteria that rewarded proximity to public multimodal transit 
systems increased from 3 percent in 2000 to 31 percent in 2010.  The percentage of plans with 
scoring criteria that addressed the development’s proximity to services such as schools, grocery 
stores, parks and open space, libraries, banks, and medical services increased from 16 percent to 
56 percent in 2010.  By incorporating these criteria, QAPs evolved in response to changes in the 
environment—expanding their focus on the integrated function of a neighborhood.    That 
integrated approach broadened QAP priorities to include the bundle of services needed in order 
to create community sustainability.   
While diversity did exist relative to the types of sociospatial goals represented, these 
goals were most often framed through the lens of space rather than social impact.  Less often 
were the social impacts of integrating sociospatial themes explicitly highlighted.  More often, 
these goals were framed in terms of spatial constructs such as: 
1. Locating LIHTC development in high poverty communities when there is a 
comprehensive community development plan; 
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2. Locating LIHTC development in communities with established transportation 
networks; 
3. Locating LIHTC development in communities with beneficial services and amenities. 
            If social impacts were explicitly highlighted within the QAP design then the desired 
outcomes of incorporating these themes would also be evident within the policy design.  For 
example, the spatial goal of: ‘locating LIHTC project that serve families in low-poverty 
communities’ would be supplemented with an explicit social goal of: ‘improving access to 
schools with improved educational outcomes’.  Incorporating the social outcomes gives voice to 
dependent groups by magnifying their need within policy design.  Within the existing 
framework, the social constructs embedded into the QAP policy design confirm that dependent 
groups are considered but not involved in policy formation.  Incorporating social impact creates 
a construct where the effect on socially constructed dependent groups is elevated in policy 
design.   
2. Do these sociospatial themes address poverty deconcentration?  How have these 
priorities changed over time?  
Within the context of poverty concentration and its theoretical underpinnings in the 
research, the presumed outcome was that there would neither be emphasis on deconcentration 
nor any significant differences over time.  This was despite the fact that poverty concentration 
generally had increased over the previous decade.    However, the descriptive analysis 
highlighted that there had been changes incorporated into QAPs relative to poverty 
deconcentration.  More specifically, the percentage of QAPs in the sample with scoring themes 
that encouraged location in low poverty census tracts increased from 10 percent to 22 percent in 
2010.  In addition, the most prominent poverty deconcentration scoring criteria encouraged 
  
 
124 
mixed-income housing.  While the percentage of QAPs that included this criterion declined from 
42 percent to 28 percent, the findings show that this theme appeared more than any other 
deconcentration criteria in 2000 and 2010 QAPs.  When analyzing these themes in the aggregate, 
the results showed that poverty deconcentration themes made up approximately 25 percent of the 
sociospatial scoring criteria in both 2000 and 2010.  Generally, there was not a significant shift 
between 2000 and 2010 in how poverty deconcentration criteria were collectively weighted in 
proportion to other sociospatial criteria.     
The study findings also showed that there were regional variations in QAP poverty 
deconcentration priorities.  More specifically, the study results revealed that southern states were 
more likely than any other region to include poverty deconcentration themes within the QAP.  In 
direct contrast, western states generally were the least likely to include poverty deconcentration 
themes in their scoring system.  The descriptive data for each region suggests that the variances 
between southern and western regions can be partially explained by differences in population 
density and urbanization.  A study of population and distribution changes in the United States 
revealed that MSAs in the South are generally more densely populated than those in the West 
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2013).  In addition, the findings from Table 4 show that the average 
increase in urbanization within the sample was 1.78 percent in the West, while those changes in 
the South were 2.89 percent.  The fact that western states are less densely populated and the rate 
of urbanization in this region was below that of the south, may explain why western states were 
less likely to elevate poverty concentration themes when compared to the South.       
The findings also suggest that there were differences in the types of themes emphasized 
when evaluating these outcomes through the regional lens.  When cross-tabulating region by 
poverty deconcentration themes, the findings show that in 2010, the South was more likely than 
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any other region to include themes that encouraged both location in low poverty communities 
and neighborhood placement patterns that considered the density of subsidized housing within 
the targeted community.  These trends may have been stimulated by an acknowledgment on the 
part of LIHTC program administrators that the evolving demographics within this region would 
require a more targeted approach to poverty deconcentration.  On the other hand, this response 
may have also been influenced by punctuations in the policy environment which are defined by 
Jones, Baumgartner and True (1998) as rapid changes in the policy framework followed by long 
periods of stability.  More specifically,   
Rather than making moderate adaptive adjustments to an ever changing environment, 
political decision making is sometimes characterized by stasis, when existing decision 
designs are routinely employed, and sometimes by punctuations, when a slow growing 
agenda sometimes bursts onto the agenda of a new set of policy makers or when existing 
decision makers shift attention to new attributes or dimensions of the existing situation.  
Complex interactive political systems do not react slowly and automatically to changing 
perceptions and conditions; rather, it takes increasing pressure and sometimes a crisis 
atmosphere to dislodge established ways of thinking about policies.  The result is periods 
of stability interspersed with occasional, unpredictable and dramatic change (Jones et. al, 
1998, p.2).   
 
One such occurrence within the study period was the litigation in 2008 alleging racial 
discrimination in the operations of the LIHTC program.        
Texas was the first state targeted in these fair housing law suits alleging racial 
discrimination in the operations of the LIHTC program.  The suit claimed that the agency 
promoted poverty concentration and thus violating fair housing laws.  The advocates of poverty 
deconcentration within these cases asserted that most of the LIHTC allocations were used to 
support development in center cities where occupants are most likely to be minority and poor 
households.  The courts ruled on this case in 2012, finding the state of Texas guilty of fair 
housing violations.  
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This case elevated the scrutiny of state priorities within the QAP design and initiated 
other lawsuits across the country.  There may be correlations between this case and the 
subsequent increases in poverty deconcentration emphasis in QAP design—particularly in the 
South.  Policies occur at a specific point in time when the changes within the political climate, a 
problem and a solution merge with the national mood (Kingdon, 2003).  This environment leads 
to alternative policy approaches where the context of the policy environment and the systems 
that influence this environment impact the technical aspects and the values embedded in a design 
(Kingdon, 2003).  In this case, a convergence of multiple streams may have subsequently 
contributed to interstate conformity—motivating Southern states in particular to more diligently 
counteract poverty concentration in their QAP designs.    
3. Are there statistically significant correlations between changes in poverty 
concentration and emphasis of poverty deconcentration within state low-income 
housing qualified allocation plan?   
The regression analysis revealed nuanced outcomes that challenged the null hypothesis:   
H01: There is no relationship between changes in MSA poverty concentration and 
changes in a QAPs proportional emphasis of poverty deconcentration over time.     
The findings from this study suggest that there was a relationship between changes in the 
QAPs proportional emphasis of poverty deconcentration themes and MSA poverty concentration 
trends.  However, the extent of those relationships must be qualified.  More specifically, in cases 
where poverty concentration decreased, QAPs were not likely to decrease the proportional 
weight assigned to deconcentration criteria in response to this shift.  Institutionalization of 
priorities that maintain the status-quo is a characteristic of public policy (Baumgarner and Jones, 
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2002).   Once particular values are embedded into a policy design, removing those priorities 
becomes difficult.   
The findings also showed that political ideology had a statistically significant relationship 
with poverty deconcentration scoring themes; particularly when analyzing cases where weighted 
prioritization of these themes had increased in QAPs.  More specifically, when comparing 
Republican voting states to others, these states were less likely to increase their emphasis of 
poverty deconcentration scoring criteria.  When overlaying these findings with urbanization 
trends, interesting patterns emerge.   
Population trends over the decade point to the substantial increase in population 
migration to the South and West regions of the country.  This population increase has led to 
growing urbanization, particularly in the South.  These trends in population and urbanization 
were also correlated with increases in poverty over the decade, where the South experienced 
some of the largest increases in poverty.  These states were more likely to increase emphasis of 
poverty deconcentration themes in the QAP.   
Those states with Democratic voting patterns were concentrated in the Northeast and 
West regions.  Democratic states were more likely to increase emphasis of poverty 
deconcentration scoring priorities.  They were also more likely to incorporate transportation and 
services themes into their 2010 QAPs.  The literature review contended that social constructs in 
policy design generally maintain the disadvantage of deviant and dependently constructed 
populations.  These results highlight that low-income housing policy design can incrementally 
shift the balance in favor of marginalized populations when and if the ideological construct is 
based upon community and social responsibility.   
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Summary of Limitations to the Findings 
The findings are limited by the scope of the research.  One limitation of this study is that 
the analysis focused on scoring priorities rather than threshold priorities.  As described in the 
Findings section, the threshold criterion defines minimum standards whereby all applications are 
evaluated.  Each state defines how the criteria are represented and these requirements can include 
sociospatial standards.  The scope of these threshold standards is not captured within this 
research.  In order to define consistent measures of analysis across states, this research was 
confined to themes included in the plan scoring system.        
Another research limitation is the concentrated focus on spatial priorities.  Qualified 
allocation plans have scoring systems that are inclusive of multiple priorities.  Those priorities 
include: 
 Affordability: Criteria intended to expand the depth and width of income targeting 
within developments.  
 Unit and property characteristics: Themes that emphasize the physical design of 
the units and the development site.  These themes are intended to encourage 
specific characteristics within the controlled environment of the development.   
 Efficiency: Emphasizes the efficient use of time and financial resources.  
Efficiency relative to time is designed to encourage proposals that have initiated 
adequate due diligence, secured necessary government approvals and performed a 
sufficient demand analysis so that tax credits are allocated to housing 
developments prepared to execute a project plan upon allocation.  Efficiency also 
addresses the efficient use of financial resources, analyzing the amount of the tax 
credit requests relative to development characteristics. 
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This study limits its analysis to poverty deconcentration to isolate these specific 
characteristics.  However, doing so also indirectly inflates the perceived degree of influence of 
this priority relative to others.  For instance, the research pilot as described in Appendix B 
revealed that sociospatial priorities generally ranked at the bottom of overall scoring priorities 
with proportional weighting that ranged between 5 percent and 30 percent of overall scoring 
priorities.  While this is a limitation of the study design, the primary intent was to impart 
understanding on the correlation between changes in poverty deconcentration and QAP 
deconcentration priorities.   
Connecting Findings with the Theoretical Framework 
The synthesis of PDT and PCT provided a foundation for exploring poverty 
deconcentration priorities within state LIHTC QAP design.  When these theories were combined 
to contextualize the research questions, the guiding null hypothesis was that LIHTC QAPs would 
not correlate its priorities surrounding placement patterns outside of high poverty concentrated 
communities with trends relative to MSA poverty concentration.  PDT asserts that if policy 
design burdens advantaged social groups, then policy approaches that benefit dependent or 
deviant populations are less likely.   PCT asserts that institutions have been used to produce 
policy that maintains the social isolation of the poor and justifies geographic segregation (Hayes, 
1995).  When this theoretical framework was synthesized with the research findings, it was 
obviously anticipated that goals designed to deconcentrate poverty would be identified.  
However, the PCT and PDT frameworks were integrated to illuminate why poverty 
deconcentration goals were less likely to be emphasized relative to other sociospatial themes and 
whether opportunities existed to improve how deconcentration goals were framed and 
prioritized.   
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Poverty concentrated in low-income neighborhoods segregates those with less power and 
lower incomes from those with more power and higher incomes.  The desired condition would be 
for low-wealth households to be dispersed from low-income communities into moderate-income 
communities through policy design.  Figure 4 explains this conceptual framework integrating 
policy design and poverty concentration theories.  These shifts change the dynamics in high-
poverty communities by incrementally reducing the concentration effects in these communities.  
It also provides the low-income households that are relocated into more moderate income 
communities with access to improved goods and services and ultimately improved outcomes.   
When synthesizing this theoretical framework with the findings, opportunities were 
identified that may improve sociospatial outcomes through the QAP design.   Most often, the 
existing QAP framework segregated sociospatial criteria designed to improve high poverty 
communities from the criteria designed to deconcentrate poverty.  In addition, these policy 
documents also segmented poverty deconcentration themes from one another, creating a buffet 
of options from which a LIHTC developer can select.  The existing scoring criterion then 
evaluates these themes in isolation.  The proposed framework is designed to expand the impact 
of poverty deconcentration themes by integrating deconcentration goals across all spatial themes.   
The proposed framework would design priorities that integrate themes and merge social, 
economic and spatial factors into the scoring design.  This model segments sociospatial themes 
designed to improve high poverty communities from those themes designed to deconcentrate 
poverty.  This is a rational policy design approach because different tactics are necessary in order 
to address the challenges and opportunities associated with either improving conditions within 
high poverty communities or improving access to higher income communities for low-income 
social groups.  Because the theoretical framework of this study focuses on deconcentration and 
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policy design, the intersection of these elements within the context of deconcentration is the 
primary focus of the proposed model.   
The proposed model integrates themes such as, proximity to transportation and services 
and desirability of surrounding land uses with an emphasis on location in low-poverty 
communities that have high rates of owner occupancy and fewer concentrated subsidized units.  
Figure 14 represents this shift from the current QAP model to a proposed model undergirded by 
PDT and PCT.  This proposed model would result in themes that encourage a bundle of 
characteristic such as: mixed income development contiguous to desirable surrounding land uses 
and location in low-poverty neighborhoods that are in close proximity to quality services, 
employment and transportation.   This is not an exhaustive representation of the potential 
outcomes.  There are any number of combined priorities that can be created when 
deconcentration themes are integrated with general spatial themes.  Doing so, expands the 
framework of QAPs by incorporating the broader outcomes associated with poverty 
deconcentration.  Instituting a framework similar to what is being proposed would also elevate 
the complex needs of dependent social groups within the policy design.     
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Figure 14. Existing Framework and Proposed Framework of Sociospatial and Poverty Deconcentration Themes                           
             
:         
Existing Framework Designed around Sociospatial Themes          Proposed Framework Designed around Poverty Deconcentration 
Sociospatial themes
• QCT
• QCT revitalization
• Transportation
• Services
• Land uses
Poverty 
deconcentration 
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• Owner 
occupancy
• Other subsidized 
units
• Mixed income
• Low poverty 
neighborhoods
Expand the impact of 
sociospatial themes 
designed to 
deconcentrate poverty 
by integrating 
deconcentration across 
all spatial themes
• Proximity and 
quality of 
services
• Proximity to 
transportation
• Desirability of 
surrounding land 
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• High owner 
occupancy 
• Fewer subsidized 
units
• Mixed incomes
• Low poverty 
neighborhoods
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QCT 
revitalization
 Mixed income development 
contiguous to desirable 
surrounding land uses
 Low poverty neighborhoods in 
close proximity to quality 
services/employment and 
transportation 
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Policy Implications 
Over the past 25 years, the LIHTC program has addressed critical and diverse housing 
needs where unique public private partnerships, broad accountability, and economic motivation 
are frequently cited as the primary reasons for its success (Serlin, 2011).  However, this research 
questions whether this mechanism can do more to encourage sociospatial patterns that aid in 
ameliorating the isolation of the poor.  When low-income housing developments are located in 
communities with quality education, adequate public transportation, and diverse economic 
opportunities then these developments contribute to beneficial outcomes for low-income 
households (Fletcher, 2008).   
The findings of the study have significant public policy implications.  First, they show 
that given the confirmed correlations between social outcomes and housing placement patterns 
(Fellowes, 2006), the design of the allocation plans should encourage innovative development 
approaches that address the spatial needs of marginalized individuals.  Often, the dissention 
surrounding locational patterns of subsidized housing is heavily influence by opposition to low-
income housing as the jurisdictional level.
19
  These sentiments subsequently erect barriers that 
influence local land use policies and impact locational outcomes.  Therefore, both public opinion 
and policy approaches at the state and local levels subsequently influence poverty concentration 
trends.   
According to research, state opinion on various issues can exhibit patterns of both 
equilibrium and dynamism (Jones et. al, 1998; Pacheco, 2014). A study by Pacheco (2014) 
revealed that state opinion on specific issues were sometimes dynamic in their policy approaches 
and followed national trends; while in other cases state policy approaches were more stable 
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 NIMBY is an acronym for the phrase ‘not in my back yard’.  It is used to describe the opposition of residents to a 
proposal for a new development within their neighborhood.      
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irrespective of broader national trends.  These results reveal that policy can be both driven by 
ideology and by the conditions that the policy is designed to address.  In the case of poverty 
deconcentration, those groups that are most vulnerable to this condition do not usually have 
strong coalitions to translate a policy agenda into policy action.  Therefore, if and when changes 
in response to this environmental condition are introduced, these changes are framed by 
ideological belief systems that emphasize the need for government to address social problems 
like poverty concentration. That being so, broader strategic enhancements within the QAP design 
that expand the influence of sociospatial priorities may lead to incremental improvements at the 
local level with beneficial long term implications.  However, the ideological environment on the 
federal, state and local levels is likely to influence the degree and direction of those incremental 
shifts.      
Secondly, the allocation plan design should broaden its approach to promoting 
sociospatial equity, so that the program can adequately respond to the geographic isolation that 
produces undesirable social and economic implications.
20
  Promoting equitable housing 
outcomes requires a multidimensional approach that balances housing tenure diversity with 
spatial distribution.  More specifically, these approaches should promote homeowner community 
stabilization, rental housing rehabilitation and locational strategies that both mitigate poverty 
concentration and stabilize low-income communities.  These outcomes can be achieved with 
tailored approaches that: (a) improve the well-being of residents through expanded access to 
opportunities, and (b) provide quality, sustainable rental housing with characteristics that 
                                                          
20
 For example, although public housing provides needed shelter for a growing number of poor families, its value 
has been deflated due to the models correlation with social ills associated with poverty concentration and 
community disinvestment.  In direct contrast, the low-income housing tax credit was designed to be flexible and 
more responsive to both the diverse housing needs within a community and the environmental conditions that 
impact need.  However, research shows that while concentration patterns are not comparable to public housing, the 
existence of tax credit developments within a community are a predictor of subsequent developments within a 
community (Oakley, 2008).   
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strengthen communities.  While rental housing policy has historically maintained a peripheral 
position within the community building sphere, the economic volatility from 2008 is evidence of 
how imbalanced housing policy can impact overall stability, particularly among low-income 
people.  In addition, changing demographics, increasing poverty, and cyclical paradigm shifts in 
the economic environment will continue to make homeownership unattainable for many lower-
income individuals and families.  These macro-environmental shifts will have poignant impacts 
on low-income urbanized geographies.  Therefore, the state of rental housing policy within the 
context of neighborhood health and stabilization and its intersection with opportunity must be 
elevated on both the state and local agenda.   
Finally, while federal programs, such as the LIHTC, provide the framework and 
resources for rental housing, the findings show that states should seek innovative approaches that 
use the LIHTC as a tool to strengthen the built environment and improve access to opportunities.  
Those approaches involve restructuring housing policy design and implementation to 
comprehensively address community needs.  Marginalized neighborhoods cannot afford to 
remain lost in the futile hunt for a “cure all” solution to the housing needs of residents.  Nor can 
a broad brush approach be used that overlooks the unique and critical issues facing low-income 
households.  But rather, tempered, thoughtful, and customized approaches are necessary that 
include a compilation of public and private resources, coordinated jurisdictional partnerships, 
and sustained commitment.  Only then will transformational opportunities manifest to erase the 
neighborhood housing divides that marginalize low-income people and low-income 
communities.   To that end, the following approaches are recommended to enhance the QAP 
design.  
 
  
 
136 
Recommendations 
1. Integrate Policy Design Analysis in Program Evaluation   
States should conduct a comprehensive evaluation of existing QAP scoring priorities.  
Instead of making incremental modifications to scoring criteria, an integrated approach to 
evaluation is recommended.  This approach would assess scoring priorities through an alternative 
lens by determining:  
 Which themes are prioritized?  How have they changed?   
 How do these themes and their changes impact other themes?   
 Are there contradictions or unintended consequences embedded in the policy 
design?   
The evaluation should include an assessment of a state’s process to understand how it (1) 
defines stakeholder or target groups; (2) solicits stakeholder input (3) incorporates feedback, and 
(4) analyze correlations between target group feedback and trends within the QAP design.  At the 
federal level, these findings could then be aggregated over time to determine whether or not 
federal intervention would be necessary to shift how states approach the QAP design process—
specifically as it relates to engaging diverse target groups to influence how sociospatial themes 
are representation and emphasized.   Analysis of the QAP structure at this level can mitigate the 
potential for designing programs and “constructing housing according to narrowly held 
perspectives, thereby producing errors of the previous decades” (Franklin, 2001, p. 80).  As state 
LIHTC allocating agencies assume the growing pressure of allocating these scarce resources 
amid expanding housing needs, it is important that program administrators use alternative lenses 
to analyze how the state QAP design can be improved.  Recasting these scoring priorities 
through a policy design lens can support alternative approaches and enhance decision making.   
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2. Engage Diverse Target Groups  
States should design the allocation process to encourage input from diverse coalitions.  In 
order to specifically engage dependent target groups, a participatory action practice should be 
weaved into the QAP public hearing process.  A participatory process that includes the voices of 
low to moderate-income households residing in LIHTC developments can potentially improve 
process and incrementally outcomes.  This process would involve designing a system to solicit 
input from these groups, evaluating that feedback and critically reflecting on those findings.  If 
warranted, changes to sociospatial system can be implemented.  Incorporating this approach  
does not assume that there are any absolute or conclusive findings to be identified but it does 
suggest that relevant findings can emerge with diverse participatory action. 
Incorporating this approach could enhance understanding of the needs within this 
population and ultimately impact program outcomes.  QAPs should empower, enlighten, and 
engage citizens by having diverse voices influence all facets of the process.  Low-income 
households served by the program have perspectives that can improve the design of the 
allocating mechanism.  Social policy must transition from paternalistic models that assume 
socially constructed advantaged groups can speak for dependent groups (Schneider & Ingram, 
1997; Soss et. al, 2011).  In the case of the LIHTC, those who are directly impacted by the 
program’s design should be extended a platform for participation.   
3.  Perform Comprehensive Spatial Assessment  
States should perform an analysis of the existing environmental conditions to assess:  
 the type of developments located in diverse regions;  
 their access to sustainable goods and services; and 
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 the surrounding depth of educational, service and employment opportunities 
relative to the community demographic mix.   
Performing this type of analysis will help states determine the outcomes that have been 
achieved relative to the goals that have been established.  This approach may also facilitate 
deeper exploration of the ‘whys?’ behind the spatial analysis and encourages ongoing evaluation 
of the program.  This process can also present opportunities to identify those factors outside of 
the QAP policy framework that impact outcomes.  Having this insight then positions program 
administrators to assess the benefits and costs of designing QAP scoring themes to either 
mitigate or elevate the influence of these elements on the scoring themes.  For instance, if there 
are circumstances where jurisdictions use QAP requirements to erect barriers to development 
then a state can assess whether adjustments to the weight of these criteria should be considered 
or other approaches should be implemented to address these situations.
21
      
4. Design Geographically Tailored Priorities  
A state’s low-income housing tax credit QAP is designed to address diverse housing 
needs.  Although developing overarching goals and allowing developer decision and local 
regulations to guide specific features is a rational policy approach, there is value in encouraging 
geographically targeted characteristics designed to promote sociospatial equity.  These priorities 
could be tailored to specific geographic classifications.  For instance, a QAPs scoring framework 
could be designed according to urbanization classifications (urban, suburban, rural, etc.).  After 
assessing housing needs within these classifications, the QAPs would define the framework of 
goals for low-income housing placement within these communities.  These goals could range 
                                                          
21
 Each jurisdiction must be notified when a LIHTC development is being proposed within their locality.  In addition 
to this notification, a letter from the local government leader is required stating that they have been notification.  In 
some case, QAPs are designed to assign points that correspond to the degree of support received from the locality.  
For instance, a specific number of points would be assigned to a project if that project is supported by the 
jurisdiction or no points would be awarded if the jurisdiction does not support the LIHTC project.    
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from broad priorities that address the spatial and social needs within a geographic classification 
to specific explanation of the desired characteristics of community placement and the 
corresponding desired characteristics of a LIHTC development within those types of 
communities.  The intent would be to create synergy between the external environment and 
sociospatial outcomes for the low-income households.  Given the unique needs of urban, 
suburban, and rural communities within a national environment which portents a growing 
dependence upon the low-income housing tax credit, strategic logic may need to shift to 
encourage enhanced coordination between state allocation priorities and regional interests—
addressing the diverse sociospatial needs of low-income households.  
Conclusion 
“Matters of location, design, standards. . .are central to the experience and interpretation 
of housing, and very much determined by policies and the policy process” (Franklin, 2001, p. 
80).  Structural elements embedded into the LIHTC QAP at both the federal and state levels 
elevate specific priorities in response to institutional and environmental conditions.  However, as 
communities become increasingly segmented socioeconomically, the program should respond to 
the growing spatial divides that disproportionately disadvantage marginalized groups.  In part, 
this can be achieved through an integrated QAP tailored to address the diverse spatial needs of 
diverse communities and by encouraging end user participation in the allocation prioritization 
planning process.  This study has identifies opportunities to enhance outcomes within the LIHTC 
program by exploring how policy design powers held by the state represent levers for change.  
Doing so, could prove to be a small but important step toward improving the well-being of low-
income households.   
 
  
 
140 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Future research should extend the analysis of QAPs in order to better understand the 
policy design’s correlation with outcomes, those factors that influence the design and those who 
are involved in the QAP design process.  It would be useful to design research studies that:  
1.  Compare the characteristics of LIHTC developments over time to determine: 
a. Where are developments located?  Are they predominately located in QCTs?  
In low-poverty communities?  Near other subsidized units? 
b. Do the developments encourage income integration?   
c. Are there surrounding amenities that address the needs of the populations 
within these housing developments? 
2. Survey LIHTC program administrations to determine: 
a. What factors most influence decisions about the QAP priority structure? 
b. What groups (public) are engaged and how are these groups engaged? 
3. Survey advantaged, contender and dependent groups to determine: 
a. What motivates the groups that are active participants? 
b. What are their expectations of involvement in shaping the policy design? 
4. Determine whether there are differences in outcomes among states:  
a. Which states are more likely to have LIHTC developments in low-poverty 
communities?   
b. How are these QAPs similar or different?   
c. What other factors may have contributed to these outcomes?   
Very little research has analyzed the QAP to explore the intersection of low-income housing tax 
credit (LIHTC) policy and sociospatial trends among low-income households.  These research 
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studies would add value to the housing policy literature by connecting policy design analysis to 
policy implementation within the low-income housing tax credit program.       
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APPENDIX A 
Tables of States in the Study 
  2000 2010   2000 2010  
          
Arkansas X X Minnesota X X  
California X X Mississippi X X  
Colorado X X New Jersey X X  
Connecticut X X New York X X  
District of Columbia   North Carolina X X  
Florida X X Ohio X X  
Georgia X X Oregon X X  
Illinois X X Pennsylvania X X  
Indiana X X Rhode Island X X  
Iowa X X South Carolina X X  
Kentucky X X Tennessee X X  
Louisiana X X Texas X X  
Maine X X Utah X X  
Maryland X X Virginia X X  
Massachusetts X X Washington X X  
Michigan X X Wisconsin X X  
Note: When plans were not available online, the state housing finance agencies were contacted. 
The housing finance agency in Washington, D.C. did not provide qualified allocation plans. 
2010 plans could not be obtained for Florida and Oregon so 2009 plans were used as substitutes. 
2000 plan could not be obtained for Maryland, Wisconsin and Ohio so 2001 plans were used. 
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APPENDIX B 
Pilot Study Methodology 
 The pilot study was a content analysis of LIHTC qualified allocation plans in Virginia, 
Ohio and Illinois from 2000 to 2012—examining the presence of specific preferences. The 
content of each plans’ scoring system was used to identify, classify and tabulate scoring 
priorities.  This longitudinal analysis captured changes over time, showing how these preferences 
were classified and how they were quantified.  The pilot study identified patterns observed in 
these policy documents based upon their emphasis of certain priorities and development 
characteristics.   
Research Design 
 A review of the qualified allocation plans for each calendar year from 2000 to 2012 was 
executed to determine the primary categories by which applications were evaluated.  
Approximately 1,800 pages were reviewed to obtain insight into the scoring procedures and 
point awards.   The scoring section of the QAP divides the criteria into categories including 
‘readiness’, ‘housing need characteristics’, ‘development characteristics’, ‘tenant population 
characteristics’, ‘sponsor characteristics’, efficient use of resources’ and ‘bonus points’.  These 
divisions served as the baseline organizing framework.  The criteria associated with efficiency, 
affordability, property characteristics and spatial requirements were analyzed.  These defined set 
of factors guided the examination of the plans.  If the criteria and the point allocations assigned 
to criteria changed over the study period then these changes were captured within the analysis.
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 Data Collection  
The qualified allocation plans were obtained from either Novogradac’s web based 
database of state housing finance agency qualified allocation plans or from the specific state 
representative responsible for administering the LIHTC program. Novogradac is a nationally 
certified public accounting and consulting firm with an emphasis on the administration of the 
LIHTC program.    
 Variables: The pilot study examined the scoring criteria that guides point allocation (as 
dictated by the allocating agency) using four categories: affordability, unit and property 
characteristics, spatial intersection and efficient use of resources.   
 Affordability encompasses those criteria intended to expand the depth and width of 
income targeting within developments.  
 Unit and property characteristics address the plans emphasis on the physical design of 
the units and the development site.  These characteristics are intended to encourage 
specific characteristics within the controlled environment of the development.   
 Spatial elements address the characteristics of the environment either within or beyond 
the development.  It includes proximity to economic opportunities and amenities along 
with a development’s intersection with existing neighborhood demographics.  These 
spatial elements are intended to minimize a developments contribution to spatial 
inequalities that have historically marginalized disadvantaged populations.   
 Efficiency measures include categories that address the efficient use of time and financial 
resources.  Efficiency criteria relative to time is designed to encourage proposals that 
have initiated adequate due diligence by securing necessary government approvals and 
performing sufficient demand analysis so that tax credits are allocated to housing 
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developments prepared to execute a project plan upon allocation.  Efficiency also 
addresses the efficient use of financial resources, analyzing tax credit requests relative to 
development characteristics.      
 Data Analysis 
1. Each category with point allocations was recorded in an Excel spreadsheet capturing 
the points associated with those categories.  If a category allocated points based upon 
a percentage method, then a midpoint value was used to reflect the potential point 
allocation.  These points were recorded for plans between 2000 and 2012.  As a result 
of the incremental nature of the priority shifts, annual changes were expected to be 
marginal; therefore a longer time span was used for the pilot.   
2. Each point category was then coded as an affordability, spatial, property 
characteristic, efficiency or other goal.   There were some additions and deletions of 
categories over the study period.  These were either incorporated or deleted from that 
particular year’s analysis and distribution.   
3. Once coded, the points associated with each category were totaled.   
4. From there, a proportional percent analysis was performed for each study year.    
5. After the categorization, these variables were ranked by associated points 
representing the degree of incentive associated with these factors.   
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APPENDIX C 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
 
 
Metropolitan Statistical Area State
Total 
Population
Poor 
Population
Extreme 
poverty 
tracts 
(2005-09)
Population in 
extreme 
poverty tracts 
(2005-09)
Poor in 
extreme 
poverty 
tracts (2005-
09)
Concentrated 
poverty rate 
(2005-09)
Rank for 
concentrated 
poverty
Extreme 
poverty 
tracts 
(2000)
Change in 
population in 
extreme 
poverty tracts 
(2000)
Population in 
extreme 
poverty tracts 
(2000)
 Poor in 
extreme 
poverty 
tracts 
(2000)
Poor in 
extreme 
poverty 
tracts 
(2000)
Concentrated 
poverty rate 
(2000)
Concentrated 
poverty rate 
(2000)
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD DC-VA-MD-WV 5,320,014 368,299 17 50,632 22,164 6.00% 78 -3 -6,256 56,888 -2,578 24,742 -1.20% 7.20%
Knoxville, TN TN 662,701 88,829 10 27,539 13,348 15.00% 25 3 12,965 12,965 6,453 6,453 5.20% 5.20%
Baton Rouge, LA LA 740,111 115,641 15 56,285 26,254 22.70% 11 8 33,036 33,036 16,151 16,151 13.50% 13.50%
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI MN-WI 3,164,314 266,654 19 53,095 24,997 9.40% 52 8 19,966 19,966 12,248 12,248 2.70% 2.70%
Baltimore, MD MD 2,648,347 241,499 16 39,691 19,512 8.10% 61 -14 -29,350 69,041 -13,051 38,048 -5.50% 13.60%
Grand Rapids, MI MI 773,427 98,401 6 16,596 7,736 7.90% 62 3 10,928 10,928 5,232 5,232 3.90% 3.90%
Hartford, CT CT 1,168,038 103,104 19 46,557 20,550 19.90% 17 11 26,799 26,799 11,023 11,023 9.50% 9.50%
Pompano Beach, FL FL 5,478,057 751,149 24 96,341 47,431 6.30% 75 -16 -61,180 157,521 -24,344 71,775 -4.10% 10.40%
Providence, RI-MA RI-MA 1,581,522 173,714 11 32,753 14,811 8.50% 56 1 -3,305 36,058 -130 14,941 -0.20% 8.70%
Bridgeport-Stamford, CT CT 883,254 65,434 6 12,312 5,732 8.80% 54 3 6,044 6,044 2,854 2,854 3.90% 3.90%
Milwaukee, WI WI 1,527,440 186,079 45 90,044 43,610 23.40% 9 8 21,277 21,277 12,437 12,437 2.80% 2.80%
Jackson, MS MS 530,104 91,945 18 44,548 20,892 22.70% 10 11 25,437 25,437 12,383 12,383 12.20% 12.20%
Albany, NY NY 836,001 83,913 8 24,334 11,418 13.60% 31 3 11,662 11,662 5,953 5,953 6.10% 6.10%
Salt Lake City, UT UT 1,089,476 97,402 2 4,209 1,880 1.90% 95 1 3,613 3,613 1,636 1,636 1.60% 1.60%
Miami-Fort Lauderdale, FL FL 5,478,057 751,149 24 96,341 47,431 6.30% 75 -16 -61,180 157,521 -24,344 71,775 -4.10% 10.40%
Stockston, cA CA 664,641 99,396 7 24,404 10,681 10.70% 44 0 -10,013 34,417 -4,373 15,054 -4.80% 15.50%
Dayton, OH OH 820,054 104,125 14 36,522 16,837 16.20% 22 8 24,644 24,644 11,959 11,959 9.90% 9.90%
Denver-Aurora, CO CO 2,449,725 270,499 7 21,936 10,906 4.00% 84 5 17,383 17,383 8,374 8,374 2.50% 2.50%
Rochester, NY NY 1,011,733 121,243 27 55,350 26,705 22.00% 13 8 14,478 14,478 8,523 8,523 4.60% 4.60%
Youngstown, OH-PA OH-PA 565,059 81,057 19 35,689 16,413 20.20% 16 11 25,824 25,824 12,390 12,390 14.30% 14.30%
Seattle-Takoma, WA WA 3,282,666 312,401 7 17,164 6,594 2.10% 93 1 2,824 2,824 484 484 -0.30% 2.40%
Memphis, TN-MS-AR TN-MS-AR 1,280,979 230,274 48 133,330 63,818 27.70% 3 13 55,004 55,004 28,004 28,004 8.20% 8.20%
Houston, TX TX 5,584,454 824,410 47 204,666 90,237 10.90% 41 22 117,817 117,817 52,229 52,229 5.00% 5.00%
New Haven, CT CT 836,604 87,063 13 40,231 17,216 19.80% 18 9 23,694 23,694 10,834 10,834 11.30% 11.30%
Worcester, MD MA 783,736 69,402 6 13,295 6,843 9.90% 48 3 5,439 5,439 3,371 3,371 4.70% 4.70%
Des Moines, IA IA 543,541 46,733 1 3,065 1,333 2.90% 90 1 3,065 3,065 1,333 1,333 2.90% 2.90%
Harrisburg, PA PA 524,399 45,543 3 11,864 5,576 12.20% 35 1 5,338 5,338 2,679 2,679 4.90% 4.90%
Columbia, SC SC 709,352 88,293 6 18,622 5,985 6.80% 69 2 7,895 7,895 1,914 1,914 1.30% 1.30%
Sacremento, CA CA 2,061,140 240,301 4 15,780 6,878 2.90% 89 -2 -10,318 26,098 -3,641 10,519 -1.90% 4.80%
Allentown, PA-NJ PA-NJ 799,168 70,597 5 14,966 6,941 9.80% 49 1 5,905 5,905 2,782 2,782 2.70% 12.50%
Bakersfield, CA CA 780,875 151,223 10 53,254 24,514 16.20% 21 -3 -11,583 64,837 -4,291 28,805 -5.80% 22.00%
San Fransciso-Okland, CA CA 4,189,200 392,067 5 11,766 4,740 1.20% 96 -3 -9,223 20,989 -4,964 9,704 -1.50% 2.70%
Riverside-San Bernadino, CA CA 4,017,408 522,591 10 42,932 20,028 3.80% 85 -7 -34,555 77,487 -14,500 34,528 -3.40% 7.20%
Akron, OH OH 686,568 85,090 13 23,547 11,466 13.50% 32 9 14,681 14,681 7,727 7,727 7.60% 7.60%
Indianapolis, IN IN 1,688,592 192,275 12 30,562 14,860 7.70% 64 9 25,565 25,565 12,711 12,711 6.00% 6.00%
Raleigh-Cary, NC NC 1,034,593 105,334 3 15,367 6,801 6.50% 72 2 11,659 11,659 5,216 5,216 4.10% 4.10%
Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA, ME OR-WA 2,163,097 249,490 3 7,652 2,697 1.10% 97 -1 -561 8,213 -348 3,045 -0.60% 1.70%
San Antonio, TX TX 2,013,350 310,397 17 63,800 30,075 9.70% 50 4 17,672 17,672 11,244 11,244 2.20% 2.20%
Austin, TX TX 1,551,763 192,924 8 45,435 21,166 11.00% 40 5 23,957 23,957 11,244 11,244 3.10% 3.10%
Springfield, MA MA 673,971 98,864 12 41,453 21,553 21.80% 14 1 6,525 6,525 4,851 4,851 1.90% 1.90%
Poughkeepsie, NY NY 655,154 64,060 3 26,569 17,326 27.00% 4 0 10,347 10,347 8,334 8,334 10.50% 10.50%
Atlanta, GA GA 5,213,776 614,121 31 82,064 39,519 6.40% 73 3 -2,456 84,520 -959 40,478 -3.80% 10.20%
Madison, WI WI 522,465 45,025
Tampa-St Petersburg, FL FL 2,696,893 328,692 13 49,058 22,049 6.70% 70 2 19,435 19,435 7,527 7,527 1.20% 1.20%
Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI IL-IN-WI 9,401,769 1,101,942 144 341,086 158,746 14.40% 28 39 112,278 112,278 41,544 41,544 1.70% 1.70%
McAllen, TX TX 702,697 250,766 33 281,520 133,471 53.20% 1 -3 19,051 19,051 11,229 11,229 -7.30% 60.50%
Columbus, OH OH 1,728,212 212,111 25 57,225 29,009 13.70% 30 17 35,680 35,680 19,010 19,010 6.70% 6.70%
San Jose-Sunny Clara, CA CA 1,763,698 149,158
Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA CA 12,682,006 1,752,790 72 291,775 136,038 7.80% 63 -54 -234,599 526,374 -100,460 236,498 -4.40% 12.20%
Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN OH-KY-IN 2,115,000 238,277 35 68,091 33,996 14.30% 29 13 21,078 21,078 9,571 9,571 0.80% 0.80%
Kneebone, E., Nadeau, C., Berube, A. (2011). The Re-Emergence of Concentrated Poverty: Metropolitan Trends in the 2000s. Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institute.
An analysis of data on neighborhood poverty from the 2005-09 ACS and Census 2000.  
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APPENDIX D 
Codebook Content Analysis  
The majority of the coding was performed using Dedoose®, a web-based software used to 
analyze qualitative, quantitative and mixed-method research.  Dedoose® serves as an efficient 
mechanism to compile data, place it in multiple categories with subcategories, and rearrange it to 
suit the analysis.  Figure A1 is a screen shot of the coding platform within the software.   
Figure A1: Dedoose® Screenshot of Home Screen
 
1.  Select which state plans were coded.  
From the population of the 100 largest metropolitan statistical areas, a sample was 
randomly selected.  First, the 100 MSAs were alphabetized by city name.  Then a random sample 
was drawn using Excel’s® random sampling function to generate random numbers for each 
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occurrence.  Those random numbers were sorted from lowest to highest and the first 50 MSAs 
were selected for the sample.  The resulting sample corresponded to 32 states.   
 
 
2. State characteristics 
Data describing characteristics of the states in the study were collected and entered into 
Excel.  Those state characteristics included: 
 Percent Poverty 
 Percent Urbanization 
 MSA concentration trends  
 Political ideology trends  
This spreadsheet was imported into the Dedoose® software and coded as descriptor data.  Figure 
A1 is a screen shot of the descriptor data categories.     
Figure A2. Dedoose® Screenshot of Descriptor Data 
 
 
3. Code QAP year as dynamic descriptor 
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Time was coded as a dynamic descriptor.  Dynamic fields are designed to track changes in 
the data overtime.  Since the changes in priorities were determined by analyzing QAPs from two 
points in time, coding time as a dynamic descriptor linked the descriptors to the QAP documents. 
4. Generate spatial themes 
QAPs from 25 percent of the states in the sample were reviewed to identify and capture 
sociospatial themes.  This sample included plans from the following states: Arkansas, California, 
Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, Georgia, Virginia, and Ohio.  The themes from this step 
initiated the framework for the study’s coding plan. 
   
5. Code spatial themes 
 
Sociospatial themes in the documents were extracted and coded in Dedoose®.  The 
scoring system internal to the QAPs was used to extract the points associated with each of these 
themes.  Figure A3 is a screen shot example of how the documents were extracted and coded.     
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Figure A3. Dedoose® Screenshot of Document Extraction and Coding 
 
Coding was limited to two descriptive themes: sociospatial criteria and sociospatial 
criteria designed to encourage poverty deconcentration.  The sociospatial themes were identified 
as follows: 
 Located within a qualified census tract (QCT)  
 Code: {QCT} 
 Located in a community defined as ‘low-income’, ‘high poverty’ and/or difficult to 
develop.  This is defined by federal guidelines related to the predominant incomes 
within a geographic area.    
 Proximity to services  
 Code: {Services_Proximity} 
 Located in an area where the site is accessibility to services and/or amenities that are 
needed by the population served. Includes: Proximity to parks and recreation; 
Proximity to grocery, pharmacy; Proximity to public schools, libraries; Proximity to 
medical services; Proximity to other specialized services 
 Contribution to the revitalization of a qualified census tract (QCT)  
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 Code: {QCT_Revital} 
 Existing development located in a QCT and part of a community revitalization plan 
(HOPE VI, Enterprise Zone, DDA, etc.) 
 Proximity to transportation   
 Code: {Proximity_Trans} 
 Project that are part of a transit-oriented development strategy where there is a transit 
station, rail station, commuter rail station, or bus station, or public bus stop within a 
specified distance from the site.    A private bus or transit system providing service to 
residents may be substituted for a public system.   
 Location in a community with increasing rent burdened households 
  Code: {ADU_RentBurden} 
 Located in a community where rental rates are escalating at rates that are 
disproportionate to the incomes of the households in that community.    
 Surrounding land uses 
 Code: {Desirable_SLU} 
 Compatibility of surrounding land uses use i.e.  location near wetlands, railroads, 
landfills, water treatment plants, industrial plants, sub-stations, etc.    
 Community investment plan  
 Code: {Comm_Invest_Plan} 
 Located in a community that has an identified community housing priority (e.g. 
supports a local, regional or state plan or some other community sponsored needs 
assessment, master plan, etc.   
6. Code poverty deconcentration spatial themes 
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Socio-spatial themes encouraging poverty deconcentration were as follows:  
 Location in a majority owner occupied neighborhood   
 Code: {Owner_Occ_PD} 
 Located in a community where most of the housing units are owner occupied single 
family detached homes 
 Site is within a stable, established neighborhood or community that will maximize the 
use of existing transportation, utilities, and infrastructure. 
 Location in a community with a small number of subsidized units  
 Code: { Low_Subsidized_PD} 
 Encourages the distribution of tax credits developments by discouraging location of 
new units within neighborhoods/ municipalities that have a predetermined number of 
existing projects  
 Discourages location within neighborhoods/ municipalities that have received an 
allocation of tax credits within a specific historical timeframe. 
 Integrating incomes within a housing development   
 Code: {EconIntegrated_DEV_PD} 
 Mixed-income housing that low-income units and market rate units.  Low-income 
units are defined as units that serve households with incomes at or below 60 percent 
of that particular area’s median income.    
 Location within  low poverty neighborhood  
 Code: {STB_Comm _PD} 
 Located in a community where the majority of household incomes are above the 
poverty threshold.  
 Location in a community with a low number of subsidized units  
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 Code: {Low_Subsidized_PD} 
 Encourages the distribution of tax credits developments by discouraging location of 
new units within municipalities that have a predetermined number of projects or that 
have received an allocation for tax credits within a specific historical timeframe. 
7. Code weighting scale of the themes. 
For each 2000 QAP, the total points were added for all sociospatial themes that were 
extracted and coded.  This total was used to determine the relative percentage associated with 
each theme.  This was done by performing a weighted proportional analysis of the points 
associated with the individual theme relative to the total number of points associated with all of 
the sociospatial themes extracted and coded.  The “Selection Info” Section of Figure A3 shows 
how these points were converted into a weighted proportion.  These steps were repeated for each 
2010 QAP.   
8. Code weight of all poverty deconcentration themes relative to total weight   
Once the relative percentages associated with each theme was determined, the total 
percent associated with poverty deconcentration themes were isolated.   From there, the 
percentages associated with poverty deconcentration themes in the 2000 QAPs could be isolated 
for each state.  This step was repeated for 2010 QAPs in each state.    
9. Code change over time 
 
The percentages associated with poverty deconcentration themes in 2000 and the 
percentages associated with poverty deconcentration themes in 2010 were compared.  The 
patterns of this data analysis were captured in an Excel® spreadsheet.       
 If there was a percent increase in the weight of poverty deconcentration themes between 
2000 and 2010, this was coded as (2).   
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 If there was no change in the weight of poverty deconcentration themes between 2000 and 
2010, this was coded as (1).   
 If there was a percent decrease in the weight of poverty deconcentration themes between 
2000 and 2010, this was coded as (0).  
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APPENDIX E 
 
Crosstabulation Tables 
 
Table E.1- QAP Poverty Deconcentration Outcomes by Region 
      Region       Total 
   Northeast South Midwest West  
QAP Decrease Observed 3 3 13 2 21 
  Expected   5.4 6.1 5.4 4.1 21 
 No change Observed 7 4 3 10 24 
  Expected 6.2 7 6.2 4.6 24 
 Increase Observed 6 11 0 0 17 
  Expected 4.4 4.9 4.4 3.3 17 
Total     16 18 16 12 62 
6 cells (50%) have expected count less than 5. Minimum number expected count is 3.29. 
Chi-square value=39.216, df=6, p=0.000 
      
 
Table E.2 - QAP Poverty Deconcentration Outcomes In the Northeast as Compared to 
Other Regions 
      
Other 
Regions 
Northeast 
Region 
Total 
  
       
QAP Decrease Observed 18 3 21  
  Expected   15.6 5.4 21  
 No change Observed 17 7 24  
  Expected 17.8 6.2 24  
 Increase Observed 11 6 17  
  Expected 12.6 4.4 17  
Total     46 16 62   
1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5.  Minimum number expected count is 4.39. 
Chi-square value=2.397, df=2, p=0.302 
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Table E.3 - QAP Poverty Deconcentration Outcomes In the South as Compared to 
Other Regions 
      
Other 
Regions 
South 
Region 
Total 
  
QAP Decrease Observed 18 3 21  
  Expected    14.9 6.1 21  
 No change Observed 20 4 24  
  Expected 17 7 24  
 Increase Observed 6 11 17  
  Expected    12.1 4.9 17  
Total     44 18 62   
1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5.  Minimum number expected count is 4.39. 
Chi-square value=14.498, df=2, p=0.001 
     
Table E.4 - QAP Poverty Deconcentration Outcomes In the Midwest as Compared to 
Other Regions 
      
Other 
Regions 
Midwest 
Region 
Total 
  
QAP Decrease Observed 8 13 21  
  Expected   15.6 5.4 21  
 No change Observed 21 3 24  
  Expected 17.8 6.2 24  
 Increase Observed 17 0 17  
  Expected 12.6 4.4 17  
Total     46 16 62   
1 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5.  Minimum number expected count is 4.39. 
Chi-square value=22.425, df=2, p=0.001     
 
Table E.5 - QAP Poverty Deconcentration Outcomes In the West as Compared to 
Other Regions 
      
Other 
Regions 
West 
Region 
Total 
  
QAP Decrease Observed 19 2 21  
  Expected   16.9 4.1 21  
 No change Observed 14 10 24  
  Expected 19.4 4.6 24  
 Increase Observed 17 0 17  
  Expected 13.7 3.3 17  
Total     50 12 62   
3 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5.  Minimum number expected count is 3.29. 
Chi-square value=13.035, df=2, p=0.001     
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Table E.6 - QAP Poverty Deconcentration Outcomes by Political Ideology 
      Political Ideology   Total 
   Republican Democrat Swing  
QAP Decrease Observed 4 6 11 21 
  Expected   4.7 8.1 8.1 21 
 No change Observed 1 15 8 24 
  Expected 5.4 9.3 9.3 24 
 Increase Observed 9 3 5 17 
  Expected 3.8 6.6 6.6 17 
Total     14 24 24 62 
2 cells (22%) have expected count less than 5. Minimum number expected count is 3.84. 
Chi-square value=18.247, df=4, p=0.001     
Table E.7 - QAP Poverty Deconcentration Outcomes by Democratic States 
Relative to Other Ideologies 
      
Other 
Ideologies 
Democrat 
Ideology Total   
QAP Decrease Observed 15 6 21  
  Expected   12.9 8.1 21  
 No change Observed 9 15 24  
  Expected 14.7 9.3 24  
 Increase Observed 14 3 17  
  Expected 10.4 6.6 17  
Total     38 24 62   
0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. Minimum number expected count is 6.58. 
Chi-square value=9.814, df=2, p=0.007     
 
Table E.8 - QAP Poverty Deconcentration Outcomes by Swing States Relative to 
Other Ideologies 
      
Other 
Ideologies 
Swing 
Ideology Total   
QAP Decrease Observed 10 11 21  
  Expected   12.9 8.1 21  
 No change Observed 16 8 24  
  Expected     14.7 9.3 24  
 Increase Observed 12 5 17  
  Expected   10.4 6.6 17  
Total     38 24 62   
0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. Minimum number expected count is 6.58. 
Chi-square value=2.566, df=2, p=0.277     
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Table E.9 - QAP Poverty Deconcentration Outcomes by Republican States Relative 
to Other Ideologies 
      
Other 
Ideologies 
Republican 
Ideology Total   
QAP Decrease Observed 17 4 21  
  Expected     16.3 4.7 21  
 No change Observed 23 1 24  
  Expected     18.6 5.4 24  
 Increase Observed 8 9 17  
  Expected  13.2 3.8 17  
Total     48 14 62   
2 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. Minimum number expected count is 3.84. 
Chi-square value=13.769, df=2, p=0.001     
Table E.10 - QAP Poverty Deconcentration Outcomes by Urbanization 
Urbanization Total 
   
Less than 
50.99% 
51-75.99% Greater than or 
equal to 76%  
QAP Decrease Observed 2 8 11 21 
  Expected   1 6.4 13.5 21 
 
No 
change Observed 1 4 19 24 
  Expected    1.2 7.4 15.5 24 
 Increase Observed 0 7 10 17 
  Expected    0.8 5.2 11 17 
Total     3 19 40 62 
3 cells (33.3%) have expected count less than 5. Minimum number expected count is 0.82. 
Chi-square value=5.687, df=4, p=0.224    
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Dissertation: “Poverty De-Concentration in Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Allocation Policy: A 
Content Analysis of Qualified Allocation Plans”.   
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totaling over one million dollars in private and public investment within a City of Richmond targeted 
redevelopment neighborhood.   
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 Recognized by Affordable Housing Finance as one of fifteen outstanding young leaders nationally in the 
affordable housing finance and community development industry, 2008    
 Minority Political Leadership Institute (MPLI) Fellow, 2006 
 
 
CIVIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
 Better Housing Coalition, Board of Directors (2013-present); Property Management Board (2010-present) 
 City of Richmond Affordable Housing Trust Fund Board, Council Appointee; Committee Chair (2012-present) 
 Big Brothers and Big Sisters of Greater Richmond and Tri-Cities, Board of Directors (2013-present) 
 
 
PROFESSIONAL AFFLIATIONS  
 
 Virginia Housing Coalition, Board of Directors (2013-present) 
 Commercial Real Estate Women (CREW) Richmond Board of Directors (2013-2014)  
 Va Association of Housing & Community Development Officials Board, Secretary/Treasurer (2009-2013) 
 Emerging Leaders Network, Founder and Board Chair (2006-2013) 
 Urban Land Institute, Richmond Executive Board (2006-2009) 
